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LONDON, JANUARY 22, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tae cause xist of Mr. Justice Kexewrcm has become very much 
reduced, so that at the present time he has not forty actions left tu go 
on with. There is in course of preparation a transfer of one hundred 
cases to this judge for the purpose of trial or hearing only. Of 
these cases thirty will be taken from the list of Mr. Justice Currry, 
forty from that of Mr. Justice Norrn, and thirty from that of Mr. 
Justice Srreiive. 





SEvERAL sHort causes haying been brought on before Mr. 
Justice Srmume on Saturday last in which minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment had not been left with the Ram yr for the judge, 
his lordship said that it must be unders that any matter 
intended to be heard as a short cause must be so marked in the 
Cause Book at least one clear day before the same could be put in 
the paper to be so heard; and the necessary papers, including 
minutes of the proposed judgment or order, must be left with the 
judge’s officer one clear day before the cause was to be put in the 
paper. 





THE aBove pirEctions should be read in connection with the 
notice issued by the registrars in 1816 relating to setting down 
and marking “short,” which will be found set out at p. 514 of 
the ‘‘Annual Practice” for 1886—7, and as supplementary to 
R. 8. C., 1883, XXXVI., 30. While on this subject, we may add 
that it does not seem to be always understood that the judges 
of the Court of Appeal require three copies of all the necessary 
papers to be left for their use. 





As aw ILLustration of the mistakes which may arise by acting 
on a so-called copy of a document, Mr. Justice Currry, on 
Saturday, by way of explaining his reasons for calling for an 
original deed, informed the bar that on one occasion within his 
experience a gift was copied in the following words—viz., “One 
thousand pounds to such son on his attaining twenty-one.” In 
connection with the context, these words applied to one person, 
but when the original document was examined, it was found that 
the word “such ” should have been “ each,” and that nine persons 
were to have £1,000 each, instead of one. In the instance referred 
to, the mistake appears to have been discovered in time to prevent 
complications, but such mistakes give ample grounds for the exer- 
cise of the utmost caution with regard to “‘ copies” of documents. 





Tue Court or Aprzat, having, in Re Allen (ante, p. 185), got 
its teeth well into clause 6 of the Remuneration Order, is proceed- 
ing to further rend and shake the efficacy out of that provision. 
It will be rememlered that in Re Allen Lord Justice Corrow laid 
it down that the “ business” was “ undertaken” by the solicitor 
‘‘as soon as the client retained him and he accepted the retuiner,”’ 
end, as we remarked last week, there are expressions in page per 2 
which indicate that the retainer must be “to attend to the matter 
and to undertake the preparation of the lease”; but we warned 
our readers that, notwithstanding these expressions, it would be 


4| that a solicitor may “ undertake ” 





found that there was little practical difference 
pace We ee ae 
Justice Kar—viz., that, ‘ a 


900 pt 9 fer ome and had done i 
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a charge supposing the 
for him to elect to charge 
the General Order came into ; 
Hester, which we report this week, 


the 

himself from electing under clause 6, 
acts which constitute the ‘‘ undertaking 
had no specific instructions or i 
was merely acting in the interest of clients 
previously habitually acted. It is i : 
this decision with principle which forms th 
well-known case Walden Buildi ’ 4 

(28 W. R. 681), where Lord Justice Jans 
down that it is a “‘ prevailing fallacy that there is such a 
the office of a Py ep is, ae a ae areal tere , 
a person whom he is employing to do some i ust 
him, . . . butas on etieial solicitor.”' It appears 
purposes of the Remuneration Order only, there és such a 
‘‘ an official solicitor.” The facts of the case shew the 
resulting from the construction given to clause 6, and 
ing letter, which we print elsewhere, shews the same 
regard to Re Allen. The scale fee in the latter case is 
have barely covered the stationer’s and parchment, and 
Hester v. Hester it was stated that, while the scale fee was £1 
the cost of the abstrect alone amounted to £12 10s. The 
result of the cases appears to be to render it necessary for a 
solicitor, in every case in which there is reason to suppose that the 
scale fee may be thus grossly inadequate, to take care that notice 
in writing of election is Be to the client before anything is 
done by the solicitor for which he can make a charge. 
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Tue rmrortant precision in Hall v. Comfort, referred pada 
41, is now reported (18 Q. B. D, 11). A me contained 
usual attornment clause in a slightly abbreviated form. The de- 
fendant made default in payment, and the plaintiff commenced an 
action to recover possession of the premises, ont Seer for judg- 
ment under order 14. Two questions were in the action, 
firet, whether the attornment clause was void under the Bills of 
Sale Acts? second, whether the term created by the attornment 
expired or been determined under R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 3, r. 6 F. 
As to the first question, it was argued that the clause was void 
the Act of 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 31), (1) under section 3. 
ing a tenancy to which a power of di was incident, so 
it gave power to seize personal chattels; (2) under 
being ‘an attornment, &c., whereby a power of 
is given toany person .. . way of 
debt”: that it was void under the Act of 1882 
43), (1) under section 8, for want of registration ; 
9, as not being in the prescribed form; (3) 
giving a power of immediate removal. 
C.J., Manisry, J., and Srepnex, J.) 
deed was not a bill of sale within the 
cannot think,” says Corertper, OJ., 
attaches the right of distress to the relation 
that necessarily makes a document which creates 
bill of sale. . . Lcould get no answer to the 
if this were within the Acts all leases would be bil 
Mavisrr, J., was of opinion that the language of section 
Act of 1878—“ every attornment . a, 
distress is given””—implies “ that the power m 
given, and must be a special power, not the 
tress incidental to a demise.” Both Corenter, C.J., and 
J., thought that the power to seize mentioned in section 6 means 
a power to seize cular goods, not the pow 
a tenancy, which exterds to an goods 
the premises during the demise, including 
Manistr, J., was also of « that, 
to comply with the directions in section 9 as to 
in a demise, the result of 
be that all demises would 
would be void. The decision of 
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in favour of the plaintiff on the authority of Daubuz v. Lavington 
$2 W. R.772, 13 Q. B. D. 847). The practical result is that 
is no objection to the insertion of an attornment clause in a 
ee ahem argd to the usual practice. It should, however, be 
remem that only a fair, not a fictitious, rent can be reserved : 
Ba parte Williams (26 W.R. 274, 7 Ch. D. 138), Re Stockton, ée., 
Co. (27 W. R. 433, 10 Ch. D. 335), Hv parte Jackson (29 W. RB. 
258, 14 Ch. D. 725), Lx parte Voisey (31 W. R. 19, 21 Ch. D. 442). 
As to disclaimer, by the trustee in bankruptcy of the mortgagor, of 
the tenancy created by the attornment, see Hz parte Isherwood, 
Re Knight (31 W. R. 442, 22 Ch. D. 384). It should, perhaps, 
be observed that, notwithstanding dicta in some of the older cases, 
the insertion of the attornment clause does not render the 
mortgagee liable to account as mortgagee in possession: 
Stanley v. Grundy (22 W. R. 315, 22 Ch. D. 478). The amount 
levied by distress for rent under the attornment may be applied 
in the payment of principal as well as interest, in the absence of 
any ge to the contrary in the mortgage: Zx parte Harrison, 
Re Betts (30 W. R. 38, 18 Ch. D. 127), and per Bacoy, V.C., in 
Btanley v. Grundy (wbi sup.). 


In tHe course of the hearing of several motions for the appointment 
of a receiver in four actions against the same company, the usual 
bi age and lively contest arose before Mr. Justice Curry as to 
Ww nominee should be appointed. The learned judge, after 
witnessing with exemplary patience the great pitched battle which 
was waged before him for a longtime, took occasion at length to re- 
mark very pointedly upon the prevalent practice of describing the 
receiver inted by the court as ‘‘ our receiver,” meaning the re- 
ceiver of the nominor, as if the nominor were entitled to any greater 
consideration or benefit from the receiver than any other party to 

ings. He protested against this practice ; the receiver 
being the receiver of the court, and not in any sense the servant 
of the parties. It is sometimes useful to be reminded of elementary 
propositions, especially when the reminder comes from one who is 
in a position to disallow the costs of unsuccessful parties whom he 
may consider to have been obstructive ; and, under similar circum- 
stances, it may be useful to remind practitioners that the phrase 
“ our receiver ” is henceforth tabooed in Mr. Justice Currry’s court. 


We nepoar eleewhere an interesting address delivered by Mr. 
Watpnrow, the President of the Cardiff Law Society, which con- 
tains a suggestion which, so far as we know, is novel, and 
deserves consideration as affording a hint of one direction which 
some scheme for relieving the pressure in chambers might possibly 
take. ‘There is one reform,” said Mr. Watprow, “in the 
practice of the pone | Division of the High Court which I 
should like to see carried out. In my judgment it would greatly 
leasen the time and expense wasted in the present system of 
taking eccounts’ if, after ‘order made,’ the papers in the action 
were remitted to an experienced local solicitor (unconnected with 
the ies), who could examine the vouchers, hear the evidence of 
the litigants and their witnesses, and report the result to the court. 
In this way the repeated adjournments before chief clerks would 
be avoided, and accounts which now take months to settle could 
be disposed of in a day or two.” 











We noticed some time ago an ingenious form of letter-book, introduced 
pa Wodderspoon & Co., of 7, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, termed 
“ Patent Untearable Margin-bound Copying-book,” containing leaves 
bindin — 80 as to prevent their tearing away 

book. @ same firm now send us a copy of a 
same description of copying-book, produced at rather 
the price of the former issue, and termed “ second 





ON THE FORM OF MORTGAGE BILLS OF SALE, 
IV. 

Keeping up the value of the property.—In The Consolidated Oredit 
and Mortgage Corporation (Limited) v. Goeney (34 W. BR. 106, 16 
Q. B. D. 24), a covenant to replace chattels worn out out so as 
to keep up the total value to the present value was held good. 
In Furber v. Cobb (17 Q. B. D. 459), where the covenants were, 
not to allow deterioration other than by fair wear and tear, and 
to replace articles destroyed or deteriorated, and there was a 
power to the grantee to seize on breach of covenant, the bill of 
sale was declared to be invalid. 

Power of sale-—The decision of the Court of Appeal in Ze 
parte The Official Receiver, Re Morritt (ante, p. 143),on appeal 
from Ex parte Bentley, Re Moritt (34 W. R. 579), is a conclusive 
authority that every bill of sale confers a power of sale on the 
mortgagee, though it leaves it doubtful whether such power is 
conferred by the general law or by the Bills of Sale Amendment 
Act, 1882; it also decides that the power of sale conferred on 
mortgagees by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, cannot be implied in 
a bill of sale (see ante, p. 137). But the decision leaves unde- 
cided the important question whether an express power of sale 
may be safely inserted in a bill of sale. The case of Hetherington y. 
Groom (33 W. R. 103, 13 Q. B. D. 789), which decided that a bill of 
sale containing such a power was good, cannot be considered as a 
binding authority, as the decision depended on the opinion that the 
insertion of an express power was necessary in order to render the 
bill of sale effective, an opinion which is inconsistent with the 
decision in Re Morritt. In the absence of decision it appears 
safer not to insert an express power, owing to the risk of its being 
held that the insertion of the power renders the bill not in 
accordance with the form in the schedule. 

Bearing in mind the provisions of the 7th section of the Act of 
1862, it will readily be understood that, even if the insertion 
of an express power does not render the bill of sale invalid, 
@ provision protecting a purchaser from being bound to see or 
inquire whether any default in payment by the grantor had been 
made renders the bill invalid: Blaiberg v. Parsons (17 Q. B. D. 
836 ; same case sub. nom. Parsons v. Hargreaves, 34 W. R. 717) ; 
Blaiberg v. Beckett (35 W. BR. 34). 

Seizure.—The prescribed form contains a declaration that the 
chattels ‘‘are not to be liable to seizure or to be taken possession of 
by the grantee for any cause other than those specified in” the 7th 
section of the Act of 1882—that is to say — 

(1) If the grantor shall make default in payment of the eum or sums of 
money thereby secured at the time therein provided for payment 
or in the | ym ar of any covenant or agreement contained in 
the bill of sale and necessary for maintaining the security ; (2) if 
the grantor shall become a bankrupt or suffer the said goods or 
any of them to be distrained for rent, rates, or taxes; (3) if the 
grantor shall fraudulently either remove or suffer the said goods 
or any of them to be removed from the premises; (4) if the 
grantor shall not, without reasonable excuse, upon demand in 
writing by the grantee, produce to him his last receipts for rent, 
rates, and taxes; (5) if execution shall have been levied against 
the goods of the grantor under any judgment at law. 


To consider these causes in order :— 

(1) As to default of payment.—Where the principal and interest 
were to be paid by monthly instalments, a power on default of 
payment of any instalment to seize and sell after the statutory five 
days and apply the proceeds in payment of the whole sum secured, 
the bill of sale was held invalid: Myers v. Hiliott (34 W. R. 
338, 16 Q. B. D. 526). 

(2) Maintenance of the secwrity.—The following covenants have 
been decided not to be necessary for maintaining the security 
within the meaning of this section; to deliver to the grantee the 
receipts for rates and taxes of the place where the goods were: 
Re Williams, Ex parte Pearce (32 W. R. 187, 25 Ch. D. 656) ; 
Davis vy. Burton (31 W. RB. 523, 10 Q. B. D. 537, 32 W. R. 423, 
11 Q. B. D. 414); not to permit the chattels to be destroyed, 
injured, or deteriorated, fair wear and tear excepted, and to replace 
oo mn injured, or deteriorated: Furber v. Cobb (17 Q. 

. D. 459), 


(3) “Jf the grantor shall do or suffer any matter or thing 


whereby he shall become a bankrupt” was held to wean the same 
as “‘if the grantor shall become a bankrupt in Ex parte Allam, 
\Re Munday (33 W. R. 231, 14 Q. B, D, 48); while, on the other 
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hend, ® power of seizure, “if the grantor shall do or suffer 
anything whereby he shall render himself liable to become a 
bankrupt,” renders the bill of sale invalid: Re Williams, Ez parte 
Pearce (32 W. R. 18, 25 Ch. D. 657). 

(4) Fraudulent removal of goods.—A power of seizure in the 
words of sub-section (3), with the omission of the word “‘ fraudu- 
lently,” renders the bill of sale invalid: Re Williams, Ex parte 
Pearce (ubi supra). 

(5) Receipt for rent, e—A power of seizure, if the grantor 
shall not ‘‘ forthwith,” after every payment of rents, rates, and 
taxes, produce the receipt, rendered the bill of sale invalid in Re 
Williams, Ex parte Pearce (wbi supra). . 

In Lumley ¥. Simmons (34 W.R. 759) a provision that, if the 
grantee became entitled to seize the chattels, he might enter and 
remain upon any premises where they might be, and, if necessary, 
break open doors and windows in order to obtain admission, was 
supported. 

To recapitulate.—(1) A mortgage bill of sale must be substan- 
tially in aceordance with the form given in the schedule to the 
Act of 1882; if it be not it is avoided in tofo (ante, pp. 40, 41); 
(2) a mortgage bill of sale in the preseribed form accompanied by an 
instrument containing other terms of the agreement is void (ante, 
p- 41); (3) the consideration must state with substantial ngtealee fa 
either in legal or business accuracy, the true effect of what actually 
took place (ante, p. 56); (4) personal chattels (with certain ex- 
ceptions as te growing crops, fixtures, and trade machinery) must 
be described in an inventory contained in a schedule to the bill of 
sale ‘‘as a business man would describe them” (ante, p. 57); 
(5) with some exceptions, no mortgage can be made of after- 
acquired chattels (ante, p. 57); (6) the rate of interest, which may 
be per month, must be stated ; the reservation of a fixed sum as in- 
terest where no rate is specified, or of compound interest, avoids 
the bill of sale (ante, pp. 180, 181); (7) the time for payment 
must be stated definitely and with certainty (ante, p- 181); (8) a 
bill of sale given by way of indemnity is void (ante, p. 181); (9) 
as to provisions with respect to insurance, rent, ratee and taxes, 
and as to keeping up the value of the security, which appears not 
to be capable of reduction to a rule see gente, pp. 181. The 
cases appear to shew that a provision causing the money secured 
by the bill of sale to become due on breach by the mortgagor of 
his covenants as to either of these matters avoids a bill of sale. 
(10) Every bill of sale confers a power of sale on the mortgagee 
(ante, p. 137, and supra). It is doubtful whether the insertion of 
an express power is admissible. (11) The decisionson the cases 
arising under the 7th section of the Act of 1882—i.¢., as to seisure 
by the grantee—are discussed supra. 

In conclusion, we cannot help cailing attention to the frightful 
expense occasioned to the public—and, we may add, the scandal 
occasioned to the administration of justice—owing to the Bills of 
Sale Acts having been drawn in language which is unintelligible to 
an ordinary lawyer. Some of our readers who flatter themselves 
that they understand the Acts may consider our language too 
strong; this is not the case. We constantly find that an able 
judge, assisted by the arguments of able counsel, arrives with 
much difficulty at a decision as to the meaning of the Act, and 
that it is an even chance whether his decision may not be reversed 
by the Court of Appeal after, perhaps, more than one argument. 

Considering that a bill of sale is the security y used by 
very poor people who cannot afford to pay for expensive legal advice, 
it appears to us that one of the most press reforms is the 
passing of an amending Bills of Sale Act. No pains and expense 
should be spared in rendering it intelligible to an ordinary lawyer. 
This is, perhaps, a Utopien wish; but at all events it must be 
within the power, and therefore it is the duty, of Parliament to 
pass an Act which a judge, aided by the arguments of counsel, 
can interpret with reasonable certainty. 








The judical business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Monda: 
the 3ist inst. The present list contains the names of 26 cases, of 
21 are English, one is Irish, and four are Scotch appeals. 

In the course of his address in the Mobbs Estate trial, Sir Charles 
Russell remarked that his client had just cause to complain that in a 
charge of fraud an indictment of this his 


counts, 








CONCERNING SEARCHES. 
(XXI.) WHAT SEARCHES ARE USUALLY MADE. 
Srancues as Arrecrep sy tue Inreresr or toe VENDOR, 

Estate in fee simple where the vendor was a purchaser for value. 
—-The time for commencing erpewly: Rae. ays ry 
debts does not ig to on the date when the purchased, but 
on the date of his birth Maglt sar scye r o B Pog Linsey an 
infant, and an infant may be a Crown debtor. It is, however, 
practice, in the absence of special circumstances, net to 
against any person before the time when he came of age, but 
may be doubted whether this is safe (see post, ‘ Jnfant.’’). 

e searches to be made im inignets and executions at 
suit of a subject are stated ante, p. 105; for Crown debts and 
executions at the suit of the Crown, at 30 
783; in the local registries, at $0 Sorzorrons’ Jovanat, 75 
terminable charges, at 30 Soxicrrozs’ Jovayat, 714, 629; im- 
solvencies, jis pendens, and annuities, at 30 Soxicrrors’ Jovrwat, 
818; for bankruptcies and creditors’ deeds, at 
JournaL, 795. 

In addition to these searches inquiry must be made from the 
sheriff whether he has in his hands, or has lately returned, a writ 
of elegit against the vendor, and inquiries must be made from any 

erson likely to know whether @ receiver or sequestrators ha 

en appointed over his land; 30 Sorzcrrors’ Jourwat, 724, 742. 

Vendor seised in fee ne | descent, devise, or by volunt: 
cmneett — ine rons the same as in the la Sr 
with the addition of searches against predecessor in ti 
to and including the last purchaser for value, <4 

Wife's lands.—If the wife’s title accrued, or if she was married, 
after 1882, searches must be made against her, not against her 
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band, before 1883, searches of all 

against her in her name till the marriage, and ¥ 
wards against the husband, exeept for judgments, where neces- 
ery, and annuities, which must be 

wife jointly, and also against the husband alone. It hes heen 
argued that if the property devolves on the wife after the marriage 
it is not necessary to search for judgments in her maiden name, on 
the ground that the husband’s marital would be to 
that of the wife’s judgment creditor. is is pro 
but it must be remembered that a inipaens meee senor the wife 
botare marriage may be enforced against her after the h 

eath. 

Infant.—A judgment may be made ogninet an infant by which 
the eed. will be bound: per James, L.J., Re Howarth 
(8 Ch. App., at p. 418), and execution can he aued out 
judgment: Re South (9 Ch. 369). The searches, therefore, 
or judgments and executions, and 
cutions against an infant, will be the same as against an adult. 
An infant may be ee en ee ee 
to real estate, therefore searches. for lis pendens must be , 


petition under the sorte yy es 
432; Ex parte Hands, 15 W. R. 
sent a bankruptey petition under 
ordinary cases no searches for such as 

pa fronpanec bo opr iti gut Se atk olen se vel op ag 
to the bili a judgment havin 

him cabelas a made in the Miditetex 
Registries: and owing to possibility 
affecting the land having been made, searches 
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resent Yorkshire . Bearches for “sn under 
wers Amendment Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 22) and the Land 
Drainage Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 188), may also be required. 
dint Sr einer tenadeciSs Sapusiedind Abteas We prt 
infant er ter. one 
nicety. The definition ot *fenflowner”™ in the Public Money 
Drainage Acts, the Private a oe Act, 1849, and the 
Improvement of Land Act, 1864, Selamat i: roadbed 
Hmcesmear toed ess me the person “in or 
Siete eee ei Of the toshe wah poate seus 
possession or 
The question, Can 


| 
: 
: 





198 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Jan. 22, 1887, 








before 1882 the guardians (see Co. Lit., 87b., et seq., Stat. 
‘Marlbridge, c. 17, 12 Car. 2,c. 24; Bedell v. Constable, Vaug. 177 ; 
Osborn v. Carden, Plow. 293; Wade v. Baker, 1 Lord Raymd. 
130; King v. Oakley, 10 East. 491) of an infant seised of a legal 
estate for life or of inheritance, and the trustees in whom the fee 
‘was vested where the interest of the infant was merely equitable, 
would be in actual possession, and would, therefore, be the persons 
to search against. It would generally happen where the estate 
was in strict settlement, that, by the operation of the usual 
minority clause, the trustees were directed to enter into and retain 

ion during the minority of the infant, so that in this case 
they would be the persons to search against. 

r 1881, whether the estate of the infant is legal or equitable, 
the trustees may, but are not required to, enter into possession ; 
so that, unless there is an express minority clause, inquiry must be 
made whether they entered into possession or not, and searches must 
be made against them if they entered, and against the guardians if 
they did not: see the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 42. 

erhaps it might be safer in all cases to search also against the 
infant himself. 

An infant landlord may acquire a charge under the Agricultural 
Holdings (England) Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61): see sections 

, 29. 

Land held by A. in trust for B. in fee simple.—Searches of 
every description except for judgments, executions, and termin- 
able improvement charges must be made against A. Searches 
for judgments, executions, and terminable improvement charges 
must be made against B. Searches for lis pendens should be 
made against both A. and B. See as to the searches against B., 
ante, pp. 4, 42, 57, 90. 

The question may be asked, What would be the effect of a sale 
by A. alone to a purchaser who did not know that A. was a 
trustee, and, therefore, could not search against B.? The effect of 2 
& 3 Vict. c. 11 (ante, p. 58), was to leave a purchaser without 
notice of a judgment exposed only to the remedies of the judg- 
ment debtor under the old law, under which, as we have seen (ante, 
p- 4), equitable estates were not bound till execution, so that a 

rchaser obtaining the legal estate from A. without notice of 

“s equity, and, therefore, without notice of the judgments 
against B. and before execution sued against B., was safe: 
Harris v. Pugh (4 Bing. 335 ; same case, 12 J. B. Moo. 577). 

In like manner, if the conveyance is taken from B. alone, leaving 
the legal estate outstanding in A., a purchaser who has no notice 
of a judgment against B., and who completed before execution 
sued against B., is safe, for at the time of execution B. has parted 
with his interest, and there is nothing to take in execution. 

On the other hand, a purchaser from B. with notice of a judg- 
ment against B. was bound under the old law: Tunstall v. 
Trappes (3 Sim. 286). 

Tenant for life selling under the Settled Land Act.—We have 

dy, 30 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 699, pointed out the difficulties 
occasioned by the existence of a terminable charge on the sale of a 
settled estate ; searches for charges of this nature must therefore be 
made against the tenant for life. 

‘The question whether searches must be made for charges 
arising by operation of law on the estate of the tenant for 
life, such as the charge created by delivery in execu- 
tion of his estate, depends upon the construction of the 
Settled Land Act, and is one of considerable nicety. The 50th 
section of that Act, which is retrospective, provides (1) that the 
statutory powers ‘‘remain exercisable by the tenant for life after 


and notwithstanding any assignment by operation of law or other- | P@ 


wise of his estate or interest under the settlement”; but that (3) 
“this section shall operate without prejudice to the rights of . . . 
an assignee for value of the estate or interest of the tenant for life, 
and in that case the assignee’s rights shall not be affected without 
his consent,” except as to certain leases and (4) ‘‘in this 
section assignment includes assignment by way of mortgage, and 
any partial or qualified assignment, and any charge or incumbrance, 
and assignee has a meaning corresponding with assignment.” 

It will be observed that “‘ assignee,” as defined in sub-section 4, 
does not > mage include ‘‘ assignee by operation of law,” and it 
may for be argued, and some practitioners contend, that 

‘ assignee” in sub-section 3 does not include “assignee by opera- 
tion of law.” If this view be correct, it would be unnecessary to 
against the tenant for life for judgments, Crown debts, 


executions at the suit of the Crown or a subject, or for bankruptcies. 
Weare of opinion that this contention is erroneous, and that the mean- 
ing of “‘ assignee” throughout the section must be governed by its 
meaning in sub-section (1), so as to include ‘‘ assignee by operation 
of law.’”? There remains the question whether an assignee by 
operation of law is an “‘ assignee for value” within the meaning of 
sub-section (3). Possibly a distinction may be drawn between 
assignees by operation of law, who become so against the will of 
the tenant for life, as a judgment or execution creditor, or the trustee 
in bankruptcy where a creditor is the petitioner, in which case the 
assignment is not volun : Doe d. Mitchinson vy. Carter (8 T. R. 
57); Oroft v. Lumley (6 H. L. C. 672); Wadham or Woodham 
v. Marlow (4 Doug. 54; same case, 1 H. Bl. 438(n); 8 East. 
314(n) ; 2 Chitty Rep. 600); Doe d. Goodbehere v. Bevan (3 M. & 
S. 353), and the trustee in bankruptey where the tenant for life 
himself is the petitioner, in which case the assignment may be con- 
sidered voluntary: Shee v. Hale (13 Ves. 404). But until these 
questions have been determined by a decision of the court, it appears 
safer in all cases to make the same searches against the tenant for 
life as if he were seised in fee simple. 

It should, perhaps, be observed that no searches against the 
remaindermen can be necessary, as, even if a remainderman has 
sold his interest, the purchaser from the tenant for life obtains a 
good title to the fee simple: Wheelwright vy. Walker (23 Ch. D. 
752). 

It should perhaps be observed that the mere pendency of an 
action in which a decree has been made for the performance of the 
trusts of the settlement, does nct prevent the tenant for life from 
exercising his statutory powers without leave of the court, the 
reason apparently being that the powers override the settlement : 
Cardigan v. Curzon-Howe (33 W. R. 836, 30 Ch. D. 531) 
(see a Re Mansel, Rhodes v. Jenkins, 33 W.R. 727). It follows 
that where such an action is registered as a lis pendens against the 
tenant for life it may, in the absence of a special order in the 
action, be disregarded. 








THE TOWN-PROVINCIAL MEETING OF THE INCOR- 
PORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


At the annual provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society 
held at York in October last, a revolution was passed to the effect 
that the meeting for 1887 should be held in London. This course, 
although rather anomalous, was the only way in which the country 
solicitors could be invited to London, aad it was high time that some 
return should be made for all the hospitality extended to metro- 
politan members of the society since these meetings were established 
in 1874. With the exception of two small dinners given in the Law 
Society’s Hall in 1882, nothing has been done by the town members 
towards the entertainment of their country brethren. The present 
year is a very appropriate one in which to invite the country members 
to London. It is the jubilee of her Majesty, and also the fiftieth 
year since the final examination of solicitors was instituted. 

A convenient time will have to be chosen in order not to clash with 


held in most of the provincial towns. It is probable that most, 
if not all of these, will be held about the 20th of June. 
With regard to the date of the meeting, it seems to us that it 
would be very desirable, if practicable, that precedent should be 
broken through, and that it should be held at the end of May or the 
beginning of June. This would give the country solicitors an 
opportunity of coming to town during the London season. We 
know from experience that but a small percentage of those who 
attend meetings of this kind do so for the pu of hearing the 
rs read or taking in the discussions. ter the president’s 
ad has been delivered they drop quietly away, and are seen no 
more till the banquet or the ball, as the case may be. How they 
have spent the intervening time we have never been able to ascertain, 
but we hope to their own satisfaction. 

The next question, after deciding on the date, is that of expense. 
Whether it would be competent for the Law Society to expend the 
large sum n is one which we must leave to the members of 
that body whose special duty it seems to be to keep watch over the 
council to see that the funds of the society are properly expended. It 
appears to us that the expenses of the pro entertainment should 
be borne by the London members, and without calling on the society 
for any portion of the necessary amount. There are about 2,500 
London members: it would, however, be a Utopian idea to expect 
them all to contribute. If, say, 1,000 of them guaranteed a com- 





tively small sum each, it would more than cover al) the expenses 
aye wine. Fo with the affair. 


the various celebrations of the jubilee which will doubtless be » 
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The only question that remains is to decide what form the 
ang eae should take. A dinner Fa — be the 
first thing, and for this a large uired, 
as none of the rooms at the Tisposal of the Law Society woidlbs large 
enough for this purpose. Or there might be dinners on successive 
nights, but this would hardly be so satisfactory. As to the other 
entertainments there will, no doubt, be various suggestions—a ball; a 
concert, at which some of the members of the society who are well 
known for their talent in this respect might assist; or an amateur 
dramatic performance. Or it has been suggested that a professional 
company might be engaged, which we are sure would meet with 
general approval, or tickets might be taken for several of the theatres, 
so that each person could choose for himself the performance which 
he would wish to see. It would seem that the excursions which form 
so pleasant a part of the country meetings are hardly practicable, 
inasmuch as there are scarcely any places of interest in the neighbour- 
hood of London to which excursions could be » Which are 
not already well known to all the members of the society, both in 
town and country, but perhaps a water-party up the Thames might 
be arranged with success. 

Whatever form the entertainment takes wé wish it every success, 
and we trust that it will be carried out in a manner worthy of 
the occasion which has given rise to it. Butif the meeting is to be 
a success, the matter of considering the arrangements should be taken 
in hand at once. 








REVIEWS. 
TRUST INVESTMENTS. 


TRUSTEES’ GUIDE To INVESTMENTS. By ARTHUR LEE ELLIS, 
Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


This is an excellent little book, and none the worse for being short. 
It will be found useful, not only to the practitioner, but also to 
trustees themselves, It contains three chapters only, treating on (1) 
the duties and responsibilities of trustees with regard to the invest- 
ment of trust funds generally ; (2) the trustee’s powers of investment 
(a.) under statute, with list of statutory investments, (b.) under 
instruments of trust; (3) certain kinds of investment considered, 
particularly real securities. The most important, perhaps a unique, 
feature of the book is the list of the securities now authorized by 
statute for the investment of trust funds. In addition to the statutes 
usually cited in the text-books, the author gives a list of corporations 
whose Acts contain an express provision authorizing trust invest- 
ments, or whose stocks are issued under the Local Loans Act, 1875, 
with concise notes, shewing in each case what provisions in the 
settlement authorize trustees to invest under the Act. The discussion 
as to investments on mortgage leaves little to be desired. After 
stating that ‘“‘ nothing less than a jirst mortgage should be accepted 
by a trustee,” the author discusses the two matters of primary im- 

rtance: (1) The value of the property pro for the mort, 
in relation to the amount to be advanced; (2) the sufficiency of the 
title to that property. 

After a somewhat careful examination of this book, the only case 
we have noticed as being overlooked by the author is Millett v. 
Haworth (29 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 555), to which we referred to last 
week in noticing another book on this subject, and which might, with 


advantage, have been cited at page 47. In that case fully paid-up- 


shares were vested in trustees with power to sell the same “ by the 
express direction, and with the consent in writing,” of the tenant for 
life. By achange in the constitution of the company, the = on 
the shares was, in effect, made imited. The trustees wi to 
sell the shares so as to free themselves from liability, but the tenant 
for life would not consent to a sale. The trustees brought an action 
against the tenant for life asking for an order for sale, which was 
refused. The decision is hardly in accordance with the dictum 
that ‘‘a trustee is bound to conduct the business of his trust in the 
same mavner that an ordinary prudent man of businees would con- 
duct his own.” 

No one but a reviewer knows the amount of rubbish that is pub- 
lished under the guise of books on law: the perusal of them is a 
weariness to the flesh. We have derived both pleasure and instruc- 
tion from Mr, Ellis’s book, and commend it to our readers. 








At Devizes, on Friday and Saturday, Mr. George S solicitor 
late. registrar of county courts, and holding a pene and 
official position in Wiltshire, was charged before Mr. Mathew with 
having misappropriated the sum of £3,214 14s. 7d., Pee Hed a trust fun 
of which he was a trustee under a will. Mr. Charles ws 
Mr. Poole and Mr. Radcliffe defended. The jury found prisoner 
guilty, and he was sentenced to nine months’ imprisoment with hard 

abour 











CORRESPONDENCE. 
SCALE CHARGES FOR LEASES. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We observe that you have again made some comments on 
the case which is co: with our names. 


As the master’s reasonable decision, subsequently confirmed by a 
chief clerk—viz., that notice given after in of title, and 
before actual preparation of lease was not satisfy the 


very eminent firm who acted for the lessees, the firm in question 
appealed, and the Law Society took up the case, but would go no 
further than Mr. Justice Kay when that learned judge decided 
against us. 

We, however, that the profession might exactly know how 
stands, took the case to the Court of Appeal, and were 
court declining to decide that the a of title, 
lessor and lessee—including, the to 
covered by the scale fee, al! it was intimated, during 
argument, that it probably was. 

slcner’s changes aed, gasikanc, aie Rhuaie leg ano 
stationer’s an ing rene 
seventy-five folios long, and certainly, taking office 
account, the business was a dead loss. . 

But now we know where we are; and we recommend the pro- 
fession, in e case, either to give notice at the first interview with 
the client or to a for a fixed sum and stamps for the lease 
and counterpart, and a further sum for ent, is, of course, 
must be done at the first interview, it be thought desirable 
formally to disclaim undertaking the business until after further 


inquiry. 

The whole scale as to leases has now been reduced to an absurdity, 
ridiculous for the lessor’s solicitor and worse for the lessee’s. 
underleases from £50 to £100 a year, the lease, perhaps, four or five 
skins in length, as on the Paddington Estate. The lessor’s solicitor’s 
fee varies from £3 15s. to £7 108.; the lessee’s solicitor’s from 
£1 17s. 6d. to £3 158.—the lessee’s solicitor’s duties being generally 
more difficult than the lessor’s. - 

Take, again, the lessor’s solicitor’s claim to the scale fee on a 
easoqge paid for a lease, no investigation of title being permitted. 

ere would be some reason in adding, for onl ge say ten 
oo on the premium to the original rent. We have recently 

this absurdity exemplified :—Acting for the lessee—Rent, £250 ; 
premium, £1,400; scale fee on lease, £6 5s.; on premium, £19. 
‘What is the £19 for?” said the client. ‘‘ Nothing,” was the 
necessary reply, ‘‘ the law allows it.” 3 

There is a general pea. ray our professional friends that 
greg tai gni digg k is too low in small cases and too 
nigh Sn ten cases, the sooner it is abolished and a new one 
substituted the better. Auten & Son. 
17, Carlisle-street, Soho-square, W., Jan. 17. 
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RECEIVERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Referring to hen recent Wp ore oe as sor Stir- 
ling’s ‘‘ innovation ”’ in the a ogee vers way 
of Squitable execution, may I be permitted to point out if a 
summons isin future to be issued, this will be valueless? If 
the judgment debtor has notice of the ae he can defeat its 
object with the utmost ease—e.g., by ng or further mortgaging 
his equitable interest. 

The proper practice, I submit, should be to that in 
injunction cases—that is, an interim receiver be appointed ex 
parte, without security, the judgment creditor being put under an 
undertaking as to damages, The debtor's interest would be bound 
by the interim appointment, and a summons could be issued to con- 





tinue the receivership. J. Waite, 
Bank-buildings, Ludgate-circus. 
MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The enclosed slip states the number of deeds regist in 
Middlesex during each of the years from 1868—1886. I the 
felting off Casing: thn ess Sot ea ee in building 
leases and transfers of public- with the nasa, egres mort- 

in each case. The Kilburn suburb appears to be one of the 

a is eee matters at present. xX. ¥. Z, 

an. 20, 


The following is the slip referred to :— 
1868 ... 31,358 1873 ... 25,420 1878 ... 38,116 1883 ... 38,7509 
1869 ... 29,939 1874 .., 27,648 1879... 40,494 1884 ... 38,063 
1870 ... 25,771 1875 ... 29,690 1880... 42,255 1885 .,, 34,628 
1871 ... 23,372 1876 ... 32,704 1881 ... 42,352 1886 ... 33,133 
1872 ... 23,937 1877... 36,264 1882 ... 42,080 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
AND FLETOHER—C. A. No. 1, 15th and 17th January. 


Coat, Mrvzs Racurattow Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vier. c. 76), s. 46—Dispure 
AS TO WHETHER A Mivxz 1s Dancoznovs—ARrnrrraTion—AWARD OF Umpire 
—Juvrispicrion OF Umpire To Presonrps tHe Remepy. 


Section 46 of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, provides that, if in 
= respect (which is not provided against by any express provision of 
Act or by any special rule) an ctor find any mine, or any part 
thereof, or any matter, thing, or p ce connected with such mine, to be 
dangetous or defective, so as to threaten or tend to the bodily injury of 
any person, such inspector may give notice in writing to the owner, 
the in which he considers it to be dangerous or defec- 
tive, and requiring the same to be remedied ; and, if the owner objects 
to remedy the same, the owner may send his objection in writing to the 
Secretary of State, stating the grounds of his objection, and the matter 
shall thereupon be determined by arbitration in manner provided by the 
Act. An inspector having given notice under the above section that 
Filetcher’s mine was dangerous from explosive gas, and requiring him to 
remedy it, sent in his objections to the Secretary of State. An 
arbitration followed, and, the arbitrators differing, the umpire made an 
award stating that the mine was dangerous and requiring Fletcher to 
work the mine with safety lamps and to cease working it with open lamps. 
Fletcher thereupon moved to set aside the award on the ground that the 
had exceeded his jurisdiction in ordering the mine to be worked 

safety lamps. The Divisional Court re the motion. 

Tue Court or Arrgat (Lorp Esuer, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) 
held that the umpire had gone beyond his jurisdictiou in ordering the 
mine to be worked with safety lamps. The case, they said, was governed 
by section 46, and that section only gave him power to find that the 
matter complained of was dangerous, and to require it to be remedied. 
He had no power to go further and to prescribe any particular remedy. 

mine-owner was to find the remedy, and if he did not find a remedy 
he could be dealt with under other sections in the Act. As the umpire 
had heard all the evidence, the pro course would be to send the 
award back to him to be amended in this respect.—Covnsti, Henn Collins, 
Q.C., and C. A. Russell; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and R. 8. Wright. 
Soxtcrrors, Chester, Mayhew, § Co, for H. M. Richardson, Bolton; Hare ¢ 
Co., for Solicitor to the Treasury. 


d. 


OWENS COLLEGE, MANCHESTER v. OVERSEERS OF THE POOR 
OF CHORLTON-UPON-MEDLOCK—C. A. No. 1, 12th and 13th 
January. 

Ratryre—Annvat Vatus—Posstpize Tenant. 

is} case stated under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45, s. 11. 
College, having been rated in respec 
£3,833 estimated rental and £3,285 rateable value, appealed from 
this . The ernors of Owens College were incorporated under 
section 7 of the s Extension College Act, 1870, as modified by the 
Owens College Act, 1871. The property in question consisted of land 
oo Owens College under the Act of 1870 asa site for the 
co ege buildings, and college buildings erected thereon. By section 
13 the governors were empowered to hold land, not exceeding 200 
acres, in addition to that forming the site. By sections 16 and 17 they 
were empowered to —_— leases of, and cell or dispose of, any lands vested 
in them except the of the college and its appurtenances. The college 
was erected for educational purposes, and the expenses were defrayed 
partly by endowments and partly by the students’ fees. The college 
ron not be carried on at a profit in a commercial sense. If the college 
buildings were not wanted 7 their present owners, they and the site 
would not let for more than £1,000 a year, if their use was restricted to 
educational ; or, if let for any es, they would not let for 
more than £1,300 gross annual rental, and their rateable value would be 
£1,083. The Owens College (though they contended that, as a matter of 
law, they should be rated at a nominal sum) were willing to be rated on 
the gross estimated rental of £1,300, and contended that they ought not 
to be rated on any higher sum. The overseers contended that the Owens 

ought not to be excluded as possible tenants, and that the value 
to be ascertained was the existing value of the occupation to the existing 
= The question for the court was whether either of the con- 
tentions of the Owens College was correct; if so, the gross estimated 
rental was to be reduced to £1,300; if not, the rate was to stand. The 

Divisional Court gave judgment for the Owens College. 

Tux Cover or Arrzat affirmed this judgment. Lord Esuer, M.R., 
said that (assuming that the college were liabie to be rated at all, 
- ae Ww the court were not required to give judgment), upon 

true construction of the statutes, the college deat 0k become 
tenants of the college buildings, but only the owners, subject to 
the conditions imposed by the statutes. That being so, in estimating the 
rateable value, the college could not be taken into consideration as pos- 
sible tenants of these b . The case was different from the School 

Board for London v. St. Leonard, Shoreditch (34 W. R. 583, 17 Q. B. D. 738). 

In that case the ground of the decision was that the School Board could 

tenants of their buildings, and so they had to be taken into considera- 

as possible tenants. In this case the Owens College could not be 
tenants, and so the rent that they might be expected to pay ought not to 
be taken into consideration. The estimated rental 1 must therefore 

to £1,300. Bowzy and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—OCounsz, 
and Coghitl ; Henn Collis, Q.C., and Smyly. Soxscrrons, 


The Owens 
t of their college buildings at 


¢ Sons ; Bower, Cotton, § Bower, fox Aston ¢ Harwood, Manchester 


Re WHITAKER, CHRISTIAN +, WHITAKER—C. A. No. 2, 
14th January. : 


Marrrep Woman—Serarats Estare—Marniace SerrLement—Oovenant 
to Serrue ArrTer-Acquirep Prorerry—Marniep Women’s Prorgrty 
Act, 1882, ss. 5, 19. 


The question in this case was as to the effect of sections 5 and 19 of 
the Married Women's Property Act of 1882 with regard to the property 
of a married woman who has, by her marriage ment, covenanted to 
settle after-acquired property. A settlement executed in 1873 
contained a covenant to settle all the and estate (if any) to 
which the wife, or the husband in her right, was or should during the 
intended coverture become entitled, except (inter alia) any property 
belonging to, or which might be given or bequeathed to or settled upon, 
her for her separate use, all which excepted property it was declared 
should belong to the wife as her separate estate. e wife's father, who 
died in 1884, by his will, dated shortly before his death, bequeathed to 
her £30,000 absolutely, but not to her te use. The question was 
whether the legacy wae bound by the covenant in the settlement, or 
whether, by virtue of the Act, it belonged to the wife as her separate 

roperty. Section 5 of the Act provides that ‘every woman married 

fore the commencement of this Act shall be entitled to have, and to 
hold, and to dispose of in manner aforesaid (i.¢., as if she were a feme sole) 


as her separate property all real and personal property her title to which 
ares cm peoencg: By Tpetlamwed sssser of this Act.” And by sec- 
tion 19:—‘‘ Nothing in this Act contained shall interfere with or affect 


any settlement or agreement for a settlement made or to be made, 
whether before or after marriage, seapeaings the preety of any married 
woman,’”’ &c. Bacon, V.C., in accordance with the decision of Pearson, 
J., in Re Stonor’s Trusts (24 Ch. D. 195), held that the legacy was bound 
by the covenant. 

Tue Court or Arrgat (Corton, Lixpiey, and Loprzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Corroy, L.J., said that, at the death of the testator, the 
Act was in force, and if section 5 only had to be considered the legacy 
would have been the wife’s separate property. Under the covenant it 
was doubtful whether the words, ‘‘any property belonging,” &c., did 
not mean ‘‘ now belonging,’’ and the words, “or which might be given 
or bequeathed to or se upon her for her separate use,” did not mean 
given for her separate use by the instrument of gift. But what was 
the meaning of section 19? His lordship ht that the true effect 
of it was to prevent section 5 from adding to the exceptions from the 
covenant to settle. The legacy would go (after the life interests) to the 
children of the marriage if it was included in the settlement, but if the 
respondent’s argument prevailed the effect of section 5 would be to with- 
draw the legacy from the settlement and affect the provisions for the 
children. It was impossible to say that, if section 19 did not prevent the 
legacy from being treated as a separate estate, section 5 would not 
inleriane with the provision of the settlement. The two sections must 
be read together, and the meaning of them must be that the Act was 
not to interfere with settlements. Tne decisions of Bacon, V.O., and 
Pearson, J., were, therefore, right. Linney, L.J., said that he did not 
profess to understand section 19 fully, but he th t it was clear for 
the present purpose. It was conceded that, but for the Act, the property 
woukh be bound by the covenant, and section 19 said that the Act was not to 
interfere with settlements. Lorzs, L.J., said that, as the testator had not 
left the legacy for the separate use of the daughter, it was not within 
the exception to the covenant. Section 5 gave the property a char- 
acter which brought it within the exception, and gave it a different 
destination by withdrawing it from the settlement. But section 19 said that 
nothing in the Act was to interfere with settlements, and that must pre- 
vail.—CounseL, Farwell; Byrne. Soxicrrors, Paterson, Snow, § Co. 


DADSWELL v. JACOBS—C. A. No. 2, 11th January. 
R. 8. C., 1883, XXV., 4—Sremie ovr Derence—Derence DISCLOSING 
** NO REASONABLE Grounp or ANSWER.” 
A question arose in this case as to striking out a statement of defence, 
under the power, given by rule 4 of order 25, to order any pleading to 
be struck out, ‘‘on the ground that it discloses no reasonable ground of 


action or answer.” The action was brought by a principal, a merchant in 
New South Wales, his agent in England, who bought goods 
for him here. The defendant had bought the goods in his own name. 


The plaintiff claimed an order for the production by the defendant, for 
inspection and examination by the plaintiff's agent or agents, of invoices, 
ledgers, letter-books, correspondence, and other books and documents in 
the defendant’s possession or power, relating to the goods Rp 9 by 
the defendant on behalf of, or shipped by him to, the and to the 
payments by the plaintiff on account of the same, generally relating 
to the transactions of the defendant as the ) pyre. agent. e plain- 
tiff, by his statement of claim, alleged that the defendant had refused to 
allow his agent to inspect the documents in question. The defendant, 
by his statement of defence, said that the agent of the plaintiff whom he 
had refused to allow to inspect the documents was the clerk of a rival and 
unfriendly firm, and that he was willing to produce the documents and 
allow the inspection claimed by the plaintiff, 1f the plaintiff would employ 
for the purpose a proper person as his agent, and would not insist on 
loying as his agent the in question. The plaintiff moved, 
r rule 4 of order 25, to e out the defence as g no reason- 
able cause of answer. Chitty, J., held that the plaintiff was entifled to 
documents himself 





inspect the ts , but that he had no absolute right to 
sacpetins Oy any aame iy ee think fit to appoint. The defendant 

aright to say that the agent selected for the purpose was not a proper 
person. His lordship gly refused the motion. 
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Tus Count or Appzat (Corron, Liypiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), affirmed 
the decision, They said that, if the plaintiff had t an action 
against the defendant as his agent in the ordinary form for an account, 
he would have obtained, as a matter of course, an order for production 
of documents to his solicitor or agent, and, according to the ordinary 
ractice, no agent of the plaintiff to whom the defendant reasonably ob- 
jected would have been allowed to inspect. Instead of g in this 
way the plaintiff, by his action, claimed an absolute right of Bop ery 
to any agent he might think fit to appoint. Itcould not bes 
defence was not a reasonable one.—Counse1, Romer, Q.C., and 
Woods ; Macnaghten, Q.C., and Alexander. Soricirons, Harvey Samuel ; 
H. Montagu. 


Re PRICE—O. A. No. 2, 17th January. 


OrtminaL Lunatio—Powzr To DEAL witn Propsrty—Ormanat Lunatics 
Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicor. c. 64), s. 10. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court to deal 
with the property of a criminal lunatic under section 10 of the Oriminal 
Lunatics Act, 1884, which enables the Court of Lunacy to make orders 
‘with respect to the property”’ of a criminal lunatic, ‘‘and the appro- 
priation thereof for the maintenance or benefit of himself or his family, 
or for carrying on his trade or business.’’ A criminal lunatic, who was in 
confinement, was entitled to a reversion of a moiety of some shares in a 
bank, expectant on the death of his mother, and the entirety of three 
other shares. His interest was mortgaged to the bank for more than its 
value. The petition asked that such interest might be sold and the pro- 
ceeds applied towards satisfying the claim of the bank, and if there was 
any overplus that it might be applied towards discharging the other debts 
of the lunatic. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that the sale 
would be only for the benefit of the creditors, not for the benefit of the 
lunatic or his family, and that in such a case section 10 gave no jurisdic- 
tion. —Counse., Methold. Soxscrrors, J. ¢ 0. Robinson §¢ Witkins. 


THE FUSER VESTA CO. v. BRYANT & MAY.—Kay, J., 14th 
January. 


PatENT—INFRINGEMENT—DiIsSCLAIMER—TERMS UPON WHICH LIBERTY WILL 
ne Gryen to Appty ror Leave To Disctarm—Parents, &c., Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c, 57) s. 19. 


The plaintiffs in an action for infringement of ese applied to the 
court for liberty to apply at the Patent Office for leave to amend their 
specification by way of disclaimer, and that in the meantime all pro- 
ceedings in the action should be stayed. For the defendants it was 
argued that this should be granted only on the same terms as those on 
which the order in Singer v. Stassen (1 Rep. of Pat. Oas. 121, 32 W. R. 
Dig. 143) was made, 

Kay, J., made the order upon the terms that no further proceedings 
should be taken in the action until the disclaimer had been made, and 
that if it were made the plaintiffs must pay all the defendant's coste up 
to the disclaimer as between party and party. The plaintiffs must 
undertake to amend their pleadings by stating the disclaimer, and if not 
they must dismiss their action.—OCounset, Moulton, Q.0., and Bouajield ; 
Sir R. Webster, A.G., Aston, Q.C., and Carpmael. Soxtcrrors, Hindson, 
Miller, § Vernon; Wilson, Bristowe, ¢ Carpmael, 


Re FRANCIS BUCKLAND (DEOEASED)—Chitty, J., 17th January. 


ApMINIsTRATION—Imrvre PersonaLtTY—INpDEMNITY. AGAINST OLAIMS FOR 
InvestTInc rx Worrutess Morrcace. ° 


In this case a testator, by his will, bequeathed £5,000 to found a 
scientific professorship subject to the life interest therein which he 
gave to his widow, and also declared that his assets should be marshalled 
in favour of charitable uests. ‘The testator’s sole executor, who was a 
solicitor, had left England, and it was discovered that such solicitor had, 

during the testator’s lifetime, invested a large sum of money 

to the testator in a valueless fifth m of an overburdened 

estate. The pure alty of the testator was not sufficient to — 
for the £5,000, and it was contended that a sum of £650 paid by firm 
of solicitors of which the executor was a member to answer any claims 
against them by the representatives of the testator, was personalty 
on the ground that it represented money in respect of there was a 
lien on the leasehold property. 

Currry, J., said that, inasmuch as the security was valueless and the £650 
was paid on that assumption, it could not be said to représent impure 
personalty, and he held that it formed a portion of the testator’s personal 
estate.--Oounser, Levett, Ingle Joyce. 


CLARKE v. THORNTON=Ohitty, J., 19th January. 


Szerrizpy Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21, 25—Impnovemunts To ue Pam ovr or 
Cariran Mongys—Serriement avTHorizine Trustazs to Pay ror In- 
PROVEMENTS OUT or IncomE. 


In this case the question arose as to the power of the court to sanction 
ee to be made ont of aka, mobpithetanaiog 

vision in the settlement enabling the trustees to pay for the same out of 
ineome. - a A, 2 ee ped owing He in 
contained provisions of a very e nature authorizing trustees to re- 
Ge at ees the settled eat 8 ey # out of income. 

t was proposed to lay out some £4,000 or £5, 
it appearing that there was in court a stim of £37,000 r ca 


that the | trustees 
Grosvenor 





Currry. J., said that amongst the obj 
that of improving settled land 
tenant for life was much more 


ments thoroughly if he might them out of ~— of 
seriously A... his isosa Under the powers this wil the 


fhe const would, ches tonaheeing tee putin ob ta heees 

e wo 

authorize the trustees to make idonnary expenditare out of capital 
moneys, notwithstanding th 

enabling the trustees to make such out of the income of 
the estate. He was of opinion that, ; the Act did not abrogate 
the power in the weer ae the power of the fenestra 
the Act was paramount to that of 

circumstance of the mone eS ae 

tion. sce tar eopeeh Guanes t out of the tere ag od 
so much of the as were 

Act.—Counset, Methold ; Maclean, Q.0., and Pople; Romer, Q.0., and 
Ingle Joyce. Sorrcrrors, Gregory ¢ Co. ; Witkinson $ Son. 


GOODFELLOW v. -PRINCE—Chitty, J., 18th January. 
InsuncTtion—Trape NAMs—MIsSREPRESENTATION. 


In this case the plaintiffs 
—- ee eagee a font et which the as 
nam 
their trade can, Sho ddeean that ietifbe’ esos ot 
che apeene aoe v importers of the “of 
cham e growers or name 
that the plain 


tiffs, b the 
prone merchants who supplied the re hie 

France against those su: endant, Ve ee 
their exclusive right to the user of “‘ Le Const of ” as 
name. 

Currry, J., said that he could find no fraud 
when introducing that which was entirely a new brand the tiffs 
not deceiving the public into the belief the brand Poorest 
reputation, or that they were purchasing one thing when, in they 
were purchasin what wae totally different from what they intended to 

urchase. His lordship granted an injunction as asked.—OounszL, Romer, 
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.O., and Butcher; Macnaghien, Q. and Maidlow. Soxrcrrors, 
Romer ; Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, ¢ Co. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL +. THE BARRY DOOK AND RAIL- 
WAY 00.—North, J., 14th January. 


Rartway Oompany—Drversion or Roap—Ostication to Provine Svssri- 
TUTED Roap—PeRMANENT Drverston—Ratiwars Oxavess Act, 1845, s. 53. 


Th tion in this case was whether the 
53 of the Railways Clauses,Act, 1845, on a meng some, eae inter- 


fering with a road under their maintain, at 
the defendant railwa company had a road, 

t 
and had per se BY the 
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the defendants that section 53 applies only to a temporary diversion of a 


g forthwith to put the new 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.0., and 8. B. L. Druce ; Cookson, Q.0., and Kenyon Parker. 
mae gy H. Wrentmore ; Dowling, Holman, § e 


JONES o. HARRIS—Stirling, J., 15th January. 
Practice—Mor1eaes—ForecLosunm—ORDER 
arrer Oxntiricare—Daravtt or Pizapme—Morion ror Jupemmyr— 
Evrpence. 
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on motion for judgment in default of delivering defence. None of 
the defendants a . The application was supported by an affidavit 
of, one of the tiffs in accordance with Holmes v. Shaw (29 Soxtcrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 573). 

Sriauina, J., gave judgment for immediate payment as in Farrer v. 
Lacy Hartland (34 W. R. 22, 31 Ch. D. 42). In default of payment he 
directed that a sale should take place three months after the date of the 
certificate, following the decision of Kay, J., in Green v. Biggs, W. N., 
1885, p. 128. With regard to the affidavit, his lordship said he could not 
see that any affidavit was required, and he certainly should not allow the 
costs of it against absent defendants.—Covnsg, Cutler, Q.C., and Mandy. 
Souicrrors, Boxall ¢ Boxall. 


Re AVERY’S PATENT—Stirling, J., 15th January. 


Pracrice—Patrent—Revocatton—Peririon PRESENTED BY PERSON ACTING 
UNDER PowgR oF ATTORNEY FROM ONE OF THE PERSONS BENEFICIALLY 
INTERESTED. 


This was a petition, under section 26, sub-section 4 {c.), (d.) of the 
Patents, Designs, and ‘frade-Marks Act, 1883, for the revocation of letters 
patent granted to T. S. Lindsay, the petitioner, holding a power of 
attorney from one of the persons interested in the invention, the subject 
of that patent. The question arose whether he was a proper person to 
present the petition, and whether it could be proceeded with in the 
absence of the persons benefically interestedin the invention. The inven- 
tion had been made by R. B. Avery and was the subject of patents in 
the United States and other places. The petitioner was acting under a 

wer of attorney from R. B. Avery. Under an agreement of January, 

885, B. F. Weeks, T. S. Lindsay, and W. F. Brewster became interested 
tegether with R. B. Avery in the invention. On the same day as that on 
which the agreement was made, R. B. Avery gave a power of attorney to 
D. F. Weeks to apply for patents for the said invention in England, and 
Weeks subsequently gave a timilar power of attorney to F. 8. Lindsay to 
act as his substitute in that te se Letters patent were taken out by 
Lindsay in June, 1885, in England, and the object of the present petition 
was to obtain the revocation of these. The power of attorney to Weeks 
‘was revoked by that given to the petitioner in November, 1886. Neither 
‘Weeks nor Brewster were respondents to the petition. 

Srreuina, J., ordered the petition to stand over generally, with leave to 
amend by making all the persons interested parties. The petitioner, who 
was merely acting under a power of attorney, could not present a petition 
in his own name. He was not the preper petitioner; all the persons 
interested must be brought before the court.—Counse., Oswald and R. W. 
Wallace; Hastings, Q.C., and Yate Lee. Sortctrors, Edmund Kimber ; 
Neish § Howell. 


Re BETHELL’S ESTATE—BETHELL v. BETHELL—Stirling, J. 
Sraturs or Luarrations—CuEque. 


One of the — argued in this case was as to whether the Statute of 
Limitations the claim ofa creditor against an estate in course 
of administration by the court under the following circumstances :—In 
or about March, 1878, C. Bethell gave A. J. Padgon an undated cheque for 
£100 in settlement of certain simple contract debts, on the understanding 
that it should be dated and presented for payment by the latter, upon 
the creditor receiving a telegram as to the success of a negotiation for a 
loan which ©. Bethell was then engaged about, the reason for this 

that C. Bethell had not, at the time, sufficient money at the bank to 
meet the amount. This telegram was never sent, but, apparently in 
February, 1878, Bethell wrote to Padgon :—‘'. I at once put off the 
concern till cooldown. . . . I will let you have some [money] 
the moment it is safe to do it.’’ ©. Bethell died in July, 1884. An order 
‘was made in October, 1585, for the administration of his estate, with an 
inquiry as to debts. 

Srieiine, J., said that the most favourable way in which the case could 
be put for the claimant was that the cheque was sent to bim, and 
accepted by him, on an arrangement that he would wait a reasonable time 
before presenting the cheque that the loan then in contemplation might 
be negotiated and the drawer be in a position to meet the cheque. But 
the moment the above letter was received, the claimant became released 
from his o ion to wait, and aright of action arose. The time for the 
statute to run from was the time when the right of action arose, and the 
six years ha elapsed before the order for administration, with the 

uiry as to debts, was made, the claim was barred. As to the cheque 

undated, that did not alter the matter, for the claimant’s own case 

was that he was the person who was eventually to fill it up. The claim 

must be dismissei, with costs.—Counser, W. F. Hamilton ; H. Kisch ; 
Sutton. Soxtcrrons, Alexander Pope; A. R. Oldman. 


BANKES v. SMALL—Kekewich, J., 11th January. 


CovgNANT FOR ruRTHER AssuRANCcE—Spxctric PerrorMANce or OCovENANT 
zo Exxcurs Disentaminc Dezo—Basz Fee—Derp to ENLarce Base 
Fes mo a Fee Sivpte. 


This was an action to enforce specific performance of a covenant for 
further assurance contained in a deed conveying a base fee, and raised the 
— whether the court would order a tenant in tail in remainder who 

acquired a base fee, and had conveyed it to a purchaser, to execute, 
under such a covenant, a deed conve the fee simple when the life 
tenancy had determined. By the of one W. Small a farm in 
called Boyts, was, at the date of the contract next mentioned, 





vested in one Martin Small as tenant for life in ssion, with remainder 
to his two sons, the defendant Martin Lambert Small, and William Phili 
Rideout Small, as tenants in tail. The defendant, by a deed dated 
October, 1871, barred the entail in his share of the Property, but without 
obtaining the concurrence of the tenant for life, and thus acquired only a 
base fee. By au indenture dated March 30, 1875, in consideration of the 
sum therein mentioned, the defendant and William Philip Rideout Small, 
as to all their eetates aud interests, rights and titles, under the said will 
in the farm, granted the farm to the plaintiffs in fee, and the defendant 
and W. P. R. Small, ‘‘ for themselves, their heirs, executors, and admin- 
istrators, and each of them for himself, his heirs, executors, and 
administrators, covenanted with the ae his heirs and assigns, that 
they, the said defendant and the said W. P. R. Small, had power to grant 
the estates, interests, and premises thereby granted or expressed or 
intended so to be, unto and to the use of the plaintiff, his heirs and 
assigns, in manner aforesaid, and free from incumbrances. And further, 
that they, the defendant and the said W. P. R. Small, and every person 
having or claiming any estate, right, title, or interest in or to the said 
premises, or any of them, through or in trust for them, or either of them, 
would at all times, at the cost of the plaintiff, his heirs or 8, execute 
every such disentailing or other assurance, and do every such thing for the 
further or more perfectly assuring all or any of the said premises 
to the use of the said plaintiff, his heirs and assigns, as by the 
said plaintiff, his heirs or rap me should be reasonably required.” 
M. Small did not concur in this deed either as protector of the settlement 
or to release his life interest, though he had originally agreed to 
join in the sale. He died in May, 1884. The plaintiff then called upon the 
defendant to execute an indenture, in pursuance of the covenant 
above set out, forthe purpose of enlar, the base fee created by the deed 
of the 20th of Octber, 1871, into a fee simple absolute, and submitted 
a deed to him with that object, but the defendant declined to execute it. 
The plaintiff claimed specific performance by the defendant of the 
covenant to further assure to him the hereditaments comprised in the 
indenture of March 30, 1875, and that the defendant might be 
ordered to execute such disentailing or other assurance as might be 
necessary for the further or more perfectly assuring the said heredita- 
ments to the use of the plaintiff. It was argued for the plaintiff that the 
case was distinguishable from Davis v. Tollemache (2 Jur. N. 8. 1181), 
because the covenant contained express words which contemplated the 
execution of such a deed as was now required. On the other hand, it 
was argued on the defendant’s part that in no case could a covenant for 
further assurance be resorted to to enforce the conveyance of an interest 
not in existence, and not attempted to be conveyed by the deed con- 
taining the covenant for further assurance. 


Kexewicn, J., in iving J udgment, said he hud come to a clear opinion 
on this case. The plaintiff, W. R. Bankes, had required the defendant, 
M. L. Small, to execute a disentailing assurance of a particular estate, 
and the question was whether it was such a deed as was pointed at by the 
covenant, or, in other words, whether the plaintiff was reasonable in 
asking the defendant to execute such a deed, The defendant argued 
that, looking at the whole document con the covenant, such a deed 
as was now asked for was not pointed at by thecovenant. He had come to 
the conclusion that it was the very thing in the contemplation of the 
rties. At that time the —— had been the subject of several dealings. 

. Small was the tenant il, but not in possession, and Martin Small, 
the father, and M. L. Small, the tenant in tcilin remainder, had in 
April, 1874, with this very man, the present plaintiff, to sell to him out and 
out for £3,000. M. Small declined to execute any deed, though deeds 
were prepared in which he was named asa party. It was evident that Mr. 
Bankes, thinking he might get the estate, paid off the mortgages 
and got the estate clear of imcumbrances, and acquired the 
base fee. Of course, it was not a satisfactory estate to pur- 
chase, and could not be conveyed to trustees of any settlement. 
There was no actual recital in the deed of 1875 to the effect mat og | had 
to sell the fee and, having to Davis v. TZollemache (2 Jur. 

. 8. 1181), eae gh going too far to say that it was a contract to sell the 
fee. However, M. L. Small and W. P. R. Small conveyed, according to 
their estates and interest and passed a base fee, that was all they could 
do then. M. Small was then still living, and they entered into this 
covenant :—[His lordship read the covenant.] That covenant went beyond 
the ordinary form. What could be their in putting in the extra 
words, perhaps they were conscience-stri that perma had lost the 
estate he had contracted to purchase; but what it was they certainly did 
covenant to do was to execute a disen: assurance, and it must have 
an enlarging deed. That was the construction according to honesty and 
the plain construction of the deed. Davis v. Tollemache had been cited. 
That case was on the construction of a covenant for further assurance, and 
counsel for the defendant had to argue this to be such acase. The covenant 
there was in a m deed, a deed where the covenants are of a larger 
scope than in a p deed, but the Vice-Chancellor held that even a 
covenant in such wide terms was not sufficient to enable the coyenantee 
to claim execution of a disentailing deed. If this covenant which he had 
to construe were smaller in its he might have had to follow that case, 
but the covenant clearly contem such a deed as asked. The plain- 
tiff was entitled to have a disen assurance executed by the defendant, 
and there could be no question he reasonably required him to execute it. 
The order would have to be very precise, must be for the execution of 


a deed to be settled in chambers, so that, if the defendant refused to 
execute it, the 14th section of the Me pag Court of Judicature Act, 1884 
(47 & 48 Vict. c. 61), could be applied and the deed executed ny 5 pee 
al ted by the court.—Oounsst, Barber, Q.C., and T. inson ; 

armington, Q.O., and Russell Roberts. Soxrcrrors, Lovell, Son, § Pitfeld, 
for Rawlins 4 Rawlins ; R. Chapman, 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte NELSON, Re HOCKADAY—C. A. No. 1, 14th January. 


Banxkruproy—Biit or Sate—Va.ipiry—SraTement oF ConsipERATION— 
Sunstirurion or new Britt or SALe ror mnvALip Bri or Sate—Br1s 
or Satz Act, 1882, s. 8. 


The question in this case was whether a bill of eale was invalid under 
the Bills of Sale Act of 1882 by reason of the consideration for it not 
having been “truly set forth’’ as required by section 8 of the Act. 
Section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, required that a bill of sale 
should ‘‘set forth’’ the consideration for it, and section 8 of the Act 
of 1882 uires that a bill of sale shall ‘truly set forth’’ the con- 
sideration for it. In the present case a bill of sale had been given by 
the grantor to the grantee as security for money, and it was expressed to 
be made in consideration of £100 paid in 1882 and of £120 “‘now paid”’ 
by the grantee to the grantor. By this bill of sale the grantor assigned 
the goods to the grantee ‘‘as beneficial owner.”” On the 17th of April, 
1886, the Court of Appeal, in Ez parte Stanford (17 Q. B. D. 259, 30 
Soxicrrors’ Journnat, 418), decided that the use of the words, “‘ as 
beneficial owner,’’ rendered a bill of sale void under the Act of 1882, and, 
in consequence of this decision, the grantee, on the 26th of - 1886, 
gave the grantor a new bill of sale in substitution for that of October, 
1885. The new bill of sale was expressed to be made in consideration of 
the £220 ‘‘now paid’’ by the grantee to the grantor, but no money 
actually passed on its execution. The trustee in the bankruptcy of the 
grantor sought to set the bill of sale aside on the ground that the con- 
sideration was not truly stated in it; and it was that, even if, under 
the Act of 1878, the statement would have been held sufficient, on the 
authority of Credit Co. v. Potts (6 Q. B. D. 295), the insertion in section 8 
of the Act of 1882 of the word “‘truly’’ made a difference, and that 
Credit Co. v. Potts did not apply. 

Tue Court or Appzat (Lord Esuzer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) 
held that the addition of the word “truly ’ made no difference, and 
that the case was undistinguishable from Credit Co. v. Potts. The busi- 
ness effect of the transaction was the same as if the £220 had been repaid 
by the grantor to the grantee, and re-advanced by him to the grantor on 
the execution of the new bill of sale, and, therefore, on the authority of 
that case, the consideration was ‘‘ truly stated.””—CounszL, Aspland, Q.C.; 
Coxens-Hardy, QC., and 7. Ribton. Soxscrrons, Spyer ¢ Son; W. A. 
Willoughby. 


Ex parte FOREMAN, Re HANN—C. A. No. 1, 17th January. 


Banxrurptrcy—AprgaLt—LuutaTion or RicutT—Aprzat ror Sum unDER 
£50—Lazave or Court—Vauipiry oy Rute—Banxevrtoy Acr, 1883, 
8. 104, sus-section 2 (d.); s. 127—Banxrurtcy Ruras, 1886, x. 129. 


In this case a question arose as to the validity of rule 129 of the Bank. 
ruptcy Rules, 1886 (which corresponds to rule 111 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1883), and which limits the right of appeal in certain cases. Rule 
129 provides, by sub-section 2, that, ‘“‘ except by leave of the court, no 
appeal to the Court of Appeal shall be brought from any order relating to 
property when it is a oy from the proceedings that the money or 
money’s worth involved does not exceed £50.” Section 104 of the Act 
provides, by sub-section 2 (@.), that ‘‘no appeal shall be entertained 
except in ccnformity with such general rules as may for the time ag 
in force in relation to the appeal.’’ By section 127: ‘‘(1) The 
Chancellor may, from time to time, with the concurrence of the President 
of the Board of Trade, make, revoke, and alter general rules for carrying 
into effect the objects of the Act; (2) all eral rules made under the 
foregoing provisions of this section s be laid before Parliament 
within three weeks after they are made, if Parliament is then sitting, 
and, if Parliament is not then sitting, within three weeks after the 
beginning of the then nert session of Parliament, and shall be judicially 
noticed, and shall have effect as if enacted by this Act; (3) such general 
rules as may be required for purposes of this Act may be made at any 
time after the passing of this Act; (4) provided always that the said 
general rules so made, revoked, or altered shall not extend the j 
of the court ; (5) after the commencement of this Act no 
under the provisions of this section shall come into operation until 
expiration of one month after the same has been made and issued.” 
appeal from a county court, in a case of alleged fraudulent. preference 
which the value of the property involved was under , had been 
sented to a divisional court, and the court (Cave 
dismissed the appeal on the ground that the county court dry 29 
given leave to appeal. It was urged that rule 129 was 
Ba rules given by section 127; that it purported 
away in certain cases the right of given by section 104 (2) ‘at 
the instance of any persons wed”? ; that it did not, therefore, 
‘carry into effect the objects of the Act”’ ; and that it was AEE | 
ultra vires. On the other hand, it was contended that sub-section 2 (d.) 
section 104, taken in connection with section 127, i 
of therule, and that, at any rate, under section 127, 
in excess of the power, acquired statutory validity after it had been made 
and issued. 

Tur Court or Aprrat (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowzn and > 
held that the rule was d. Lord zr, M.R., said that it was not 
necessary to decide whether the rule, even if it were beyond the: power, 
became, when it was once issved, equivalent to an Act of Parliamen 
and he should therefore express no opinion about it. He would only say 
that, if it should ever become necessary to decide the point, any court 
before which it came for decision must look at rules made by 
great judicial officer and approved by such a great officer of State, with 
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extreme care, and would be strongly inclined to the opinion that such 
persons had not exceeded their powers; of if the court 
fhought they had, it would be bound to aay s0. As to other point, 
it could not be denied that the case was rule 129, and the only 
uestion was whether the rule was authorized by section 127. Looking at 

section in connection with sub-section 2 (d.) of section 104, his lord- 
ship thought that the rule was within the power. vege amg og 


section 104 appeared to assume that there would be, from time 


rules in force in relation to appeals, and those rules could 
oe Oe pres ae section Chancellor 


Bowen, L.J., said that the question was one of im; 
It was said that the rule was invalid because it imposed on the 
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2 
at all, for the ower of regulation was given by section 127. It 
coal ues tee eaaeeee We sub-section 2 (d.) of section 104 was merely 


. his 
decision entirely on sub-section 2 (d,) of section 104, which he could not 
think was a mere sepeltian of Ss gees Senet ee 
must give it a larger force. He thought it enabled the Lord Ohanvellor 
to impose a fetter on the right of by im a 
—Oounset, Edward Clayton; H. T. Bve. Sorictrons, Thomson ¢ Ward; 
J. J. Chapman. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


HESTER »v. HESTER—C. A. No. 2, 19th January. 


Soricrron—OCosts—Execrion To BE Parp unper Oxtp System—‘‘ Berons 
UNDERTAKING ANY Busingss’’—Soiictron COMMENCING BusINESS UNDER 
Iuptrep General Reramver—Soricrrons’ RemunERATION ORDER uF 
Aveust, 1882, rr. 2, 6. 


The question in this case was whether solicitors had, before ‘‘ under- 
taking ’’ the business connected with the sale of some 3 
their election, under rule 6 of the Remuneration Order, that their remunera- 
tion should be according to the old system, as altered by schedule II. to 
the order. The action was brought to administer the trusts of a marriage 
settlement. Partof the How age | comprised in the settlement was a leace- 
hold house which was subject to two mortgages. It was desired to sell 
the house, but there was a difficulty in doing so because the trustees of 
the settlement had been in the actiou, and no trustees had 
been appointed in their place. At the request 
plaintiffs in the action, made by a letter written to the solicitors who 
usually acted for the first mortgagees (who were the trustees of another 
settlement), the first m: 


and an order was made by eee is en rae authoriz- 
ing the first mo: sell the house for The proposed pur- 
chaser, however, to proceed with the purchase, and — 
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that the second paartenaces did not appear to have any objection. On 
the 13th of June the solicitors of the first mortgagees wrote to one of 
their own clients, telling them that the proposed purchaser had instructed 
his solicitors that he would give £775 for the house, and adding: “‘ In- 
closed I send you, for signature, as one of the vendors, the form of 
agreement which has been prepared, and which please sign and return to 
me, that I may obtain the signatures of your co-trustees.’’ In the same 
letter the writer said: ‘‘I may mention, for the information of yourself 
and your co-trustees, that my firm elects that our remuneration should 
be to the system existing previously to the Act as altered by 
schedule Il. annexed to the order,’’ adding an explanation of their 
reason for so doing. Before this letter was written the solicitors had not 
received any instructions from the first mortgagees to act for 
them in the at matter of the pro sale, but they had acted 
on the implied authority derived from their general retainer. The first 

assented to and adopted what had been done, and 
the sale was carried out. On the taxation of the first mortgagees’ costs 
of the sale, under an order in the action which had directed that these 
taxed costs should be retained out of the proceeds of sale, the taxing 
master allowed only the scale fee, amounting to £12, though the cost of 
the abstract alone amounted to £1210s. Kay, J., affirmed his decision, 
on the that the solicitors had ‘‘ undertaken” the business before 
they their election under rule 6. But he was of opinion that 
the notice of election was given to the right persons, and that it would, 
if otherwise valid, have bound the second mortgagees. Neither the 
second m nor the mortgagees appeared to oppose the solicitors’ 
a m, though they were served with notice of it. 

Court or Arrgat (Corrox, Livotey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Corron, L.J., said that the question was whether, before 
the letter of the 13th of June, the solicitors had ‘‘ undertaken”’ the 
business in rn ape of which they were seeking to charge their clients. 
The court already decided, in Re Allen (ante, p. 185), that the 
** business ’? meant any business which would be covered by the scale fee 
—i.e., any basiness “‘ connected with” the particular business in respect of 
which the scale fee was prescribed. In the present case the solicitors had 
clearly before that date acted in matters which would be covered by the 
scale fee. But it was urged that they had not before then been instructed 
by the clients to act for them in the matter, or undertaken by any com- 
munication with them to act for them. Whatever might be the case if a 
solicitor commenced to act for a complete stranger to him before commu- 
nicating with him, the solicitors in the present case had generally acted 
for the first morigagece, and though his lordship did not forget the 
remark of James, L.J., that a man could not be said to keep a solicitor, 
yet, in such a case as the present, a solicitor was considered as having a 
general authority to do what was necessary for his client, though, of 
course, he had no power to bind the client by any contract without his 
consent. The solicitors, acting as solicitors for the first mortgagees, 
received the draft contract for sale, and afterwards communicated with 
their clients. What they had done was done on the assumption that they 
had an implied authority to act for them, and the clients did not repudiate 
this authority. The solicitors must be considered as having ‘‘ under- 
taken’’ the business, not on the 13th of June, but at the earlier 
date they transacted business in the maéter under the implied 
authority, which was afterwards ratified by the clients. The election 
was, therefore, too late, and the case was — by Re Allen. 
It was suggested that there had been such an alteration in the terms of 
the contract for sale that the solicitors could not be considered as having 
undertaken the same business in the first instance as that which they 
afterwards carried out. That might be so if a contract was altered so as 
to a different property, but in the present case the altered con- 
to the same property, though some of the provisions were 
it could not be said that the solicitors did not undertake the 
business, It was also suggested that, even if the solicitors had no 
the clients were willing to agree that they should be 
under schedule II. But there was no evidence of this before 
master, and the point was not raised in the objections before 
therefore, by se 42 of rule 27 of order 65 of the B.S. O., 
court was precluded from premecr somps 4 the point. But, even if 

80, it would be a serious question whether, when the solicitors 
ge to elect under rule 6, their clients could enter into an 
them to the prejudice of the second mortgagees. Lixp.zy, 
the solicitors commenced the business before they had 
requested by the clients to do so, and this distinguished the 
“en. But they undertook the business on the faith of their 
er by the clients, who afterwards ratified what they bad 
and, under these circumstances, it could not be said that the business 
not “undertaken” when it was first begun. It would not be right to say 
business could in no case be undertaken by a solicitor unless there 
previously an actual contract in relation to it between the solicitor 
—— client. arms, de concurred. rere in the emo 
expres concurrence in the view of Kay, J., that 

notice of election was given to the right persons so as to bind the 
mortgagees. Oovunszt, Ingle Joyce. Soricrtors, R. Smith ¢ Wilmer. 


EGESEPSEEE RES 
dni 
z 


i 
d 


| ErLereny 
E 








the invitation of the Treasurer (Lord 
Lincoly’s-ian to dine with them on the 
“* Grand ” of Hilary Term, at that Inn next week. The invitation was 


LAW SOCIETIES. 


CARDIFF INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The first annual meeting of this society was held on the 13th inst., 
when the president (Mr. Waldron) delivered the following address :—It 
has occurred to me that, in the address which I am about to deliver as 
part of my obl ions towards you in the position of president of our 
society, it may interest you if, in the first place, I briefly recall, in a re- 
tros of my own experience, the condition of our profession when I first 
joined it, with some of the reforms which have taken place in the last 
thirty-five years during which I have been in practice, the prospects 
which lie before us in the future. When I was first articled office hours 
commenced at 9 a.m., and (with an interval of an hour for dinner in the 
middle of the day and half an hour for tea between five and six p.m.) 
terminated at eight p.m. The cop press (if invented) was not in 
general use, and all letters were copied y hand in a letter book. The 
magic words ‘‘as beneficial owner’’ had not then shortened the voluminous 
conveyances which were usual in fhose days, and legal documents were 
full of tedious reiteration, as some of us may remember in the word 
drafts of wills, leases, conveyances, settlements, Boge in civil 
actions, and, indeed, in all legal documents. is, of necessity, 
made more work for copying clerks and lengthened office hours. I digress 
for a moment to observe that it would be curious to ascertain how many 
copying clerks were thrown out of employment by the introduction of the 
words ‘‘ as beneficial owner.’’ Previous to the passing of ‘‘ the Act for the 
more easy enti be Small Debts, in 1646,’’ all actions for sums above 40s. 
were brought in the superior courts, while the lesser amounts were re- 
coverable in the old county courtsand somelocal courts of limited jurisdiction. 
Within four years of the passing of the Act of 1886 the jurisdiction of the 
Act of that year was extended to the recovery of debts not er £50, 
and this was followed by conferring on the new county courts a mited 
an in equity, in suits by creditorr, legatees, devisees, and next of 
in, for the execution of trusts, for foreclosure, or redemption, specific, 
performance, partition, the dissolution and winding up of partnershi 
and admiralty. When I came to Cardiff in the year 1852 there were only 
nineteen solicitors here, with a population of something under nineteen 
thousand. There are now, I believe, about one hundred solicitors, and 
the population one hundred thousand. So that it would appear that the 
ratio is about one to every thousand. Of the nineteen solicitors who 
were here on my arrival I regret to say on, thee remain. In my earlier 
practice pro ings in bankruptcy (in the larger failures) were conducted 
in the bankruptcy court at Bristol, which had jurisdiction over the whole 
of South Wales and Monmouthshire. Imprisonment for debt had not 
then been abolished, and the lesser defaulters, after a probation in the 
debtors’ ward of the county jail, were whitewashed in the old insolvent 
court for small debtors. The course of business in the Bristol court in the 
more important failures was usually as follows :—A debtor unable to meet 
his engagements executed a deed of assignment for the- benefit of 
creditors and placed his affair in the hands of an accountant. If the 
accountant did not succeed in inducing the creditors to concur in the deed, 
a hostile creditor made it an act of bankru | and ented a petition. 
The solicitor who attested the execution oF e was summoned to 
Bristol to uce and prove it, and with some other formal evidence the 
estate of the debtor was taken possession of by the official assignee: Then 
commenced a struggle for proofs and proxies to obtain the choice of 
creditors’ assignee, with whom the administration of the estate then 
remained. It was a clumsy and e ve process, but the terrors of the 
public examination were a safe; against fraud and reckless t , 
and I am not sure that estates were not as quickly and economically 
realized and divided among the creditors as they are now by the Board of 
Trade. In the times I am of the proceedings in the Court of 
Chancery were a scandal to the country. A suit relating to a question 
between , which might be determined by a Vice-Chancellor in a 
short was usually med from term to term and might take years 
to settle. The taking of evidence by affidavit, then in vogue, was not the 
best test of truth and fact, and the whole proceeding by bill and answer 
and the subsequent proceedings were heartbreaking to the litigants but ex- 
tremely profitable to our London agents, who reaped the benefit in their 
biennial bills of costs. The country solicitor had to wait Be | 
time for taxation and payment of his costs, and the t 
rarely recom him for the labour, time, and capital 
advanced which he had -to bestow and expend. I remem- 
ber a suit for an account in which I was concerned for a trustee; 
we had to file accounts extending over about ten years relating to house 
ea subject of the suit. There were over 800 vouchers, all of 
w had to be made exhibits to affidavits, and the title of the suit net 
out on each. The majority of us are old enough to remember the old pro- 
ceedings in an action of law. The declarations, pleas, rejoinders, surre- 
joinders, demurrers, rebutters, and surrebutters, and other a 
devices of pleaders up to the joinder of issue and notice of , even 
then there might be a of darrien continuance. I remember a 
curious instance of the effect of the last plea. It was in an action bya 
wine merchant against the committee of a club for wine supplied to the 
club. I was necessary that the wine merchant should be able to prove 
ple» ae ee Eg Wartemae te dar tanto Ge tit ok ie 
ber of the club w the order; at that time it was not com for 
a defendant to be as a witness, and the objection was The 
plaintiff's hurriedly drew up a release of the claim from the 
plaintiff to the member which was handed up to the judge—I believe it 
Lord Denman. Sir Frederick Th , Who was counsel for the 





ero Prince of Wales in his capacity as Treasurer of the Middle 
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defendants, asked to see the release, and at once admitted its validity, but 
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he immediately claime® to put on the record a plea of puis darrien con- 
tinwance, “‘thata release of one joint contractor was a release of the 
others,” and, amid the laughter of the court, the plaintiff was nonsuited. 
I now tun to the prospects before us in the future. Alth we have 
been deprived by recent legislation of a large amount of 
formerly was a source of much work and profit, I cannot see any cause of 
apprehension that we shall be left with the “ unempl ” The solicitor 
must still be the advieer and guide in the — of human life, so 
far as property and the endless arrangements between man and man are 
concerned. The confidence which is re in him will on the 
character he has earned by his intelligence and the reputation he has 
made by worthy and honourable practice. We ate shocked occasionally 
at the announcement in the papers of some great fram! committed by a 
solicitor, but having regard to the number of the enormous 
interests which are intrusted to them, and the many temptations offered 
for dishonest and dishonourable practices, we may congratulate ourselves 
that defalcations and frauds are not more common us. In 
this age of “higher education,” the training of law students and the 
standard of the preliminary examination have received much attention 
both of the Incorporated Law Society and of the vincial societies. 
It has been sug, that the preliminary exa: m should be asso- 
ciated to the Matriculation Examination of the London University, which 
extends to subjects which do not necessarily form the subject of a liberal 
education, such, for example, as ‘‘ chemistry and natural osophy, 
mechanics, hydrostatics, hydraulics, pneumatics, optics, and heat ” (I 
quote from the address of the President of the In Law 
at York). It would, perhaps, be hardly fair to require a standard of pro- 
ficiency in all these subjects, but if, with school boards and the “‘ higher 
education ’’ the general public are to be educated to such a standard, the 
profession to which we belong should keep pace with the times and be 
fomething more than mere lawyers if their social influence is to be main- 
tained. wos male ag for the — eunanee pos BB 
University at our doors the opportunif; acq a t) 
knowledge, and it might be arranged that the ¢estamur of this and other 
local seats of learning should have the same force as that of the Univer- 
sities of Oxford, Cambridge, or London, I have said that we should be 
something more than mere lawyefe. The nature of our professional occu- 
pations is such that we require other intellectual pursuits to freshen our 
minds after the dull and trying work we have to perform. I was much 
struck with a remark which the late Judge Falconer made to me. We 
were talking about the absorbing pursuits of the | profession. He 
said, ‘‘ We live in a world teeming with innumerable objects of admiration 
and interest, and millions of people are born into it, and die out of 
without having the least iden of the beautiful and interesting works 
nature by which they are surrounded,” We may all find im literary and 
scientific pursuits, ever humble, that healthy recreation which is 
absolutely necessary as a relief from office work. I am quite sure the 
outside world does not fully appreciate the anxious, trying nature of a 
solicitor’s daily work or the weight of the responsibility is thrown 
upon him. It has often been a matter of surprise to me that 
with the mental strain of attention to the many affairs in which 
we are engaged, and the hurry and dispatch in which some of them 
have to be conducted, often amid constant interruptions, we do not 
make more blunders. If I find in the course of my ice such a 
thing happen I have always tried to help a professional brother to set 
tight any mistake he may have made, and expect the same consideration 
myself. A word now with reference to recent legislation. The year 1886 
produced few important Acts of Parliament. The country was engrossed 
in the political changes which were ry! place, and the Legislature had 
little time to devote to amendments in the law. The Statute Book for 
last year contains, however, two Acts which should not be passed over ia 
silence—viz., the Act to amend the Law relating to the Guardianship and 
Custody of Infants, and the Act relating to the maintenance of married 
women who have been deserted by their husbands. The last Act relieves 
@ married woman in the lower grades of life from the humiliation of 
becoming chargeable to the parish before her husband could be made 
liable to contribute to her support. She had, in fact, to submit to be 
pau to obtain from him the necessaries of life, In the last 
session of Parliament four important Acts were introduced, but did not 
pass into the Statute Book. They may, however, be re-introduced in the 
next session, and it is right that attention should be called to them. 
They were a ‘' Bill to abolish the Landlord’s right of Distress for Rent 
on Agricultural Hoidings’’ ; ‘‘The County Courts Consolidation Acts”’ ; 
**The Compulsory Compensation of Land Bill’’; and ‘‘ The Barristers’ 
Fee Bill, 1886” ; all these Acts received the consideration of our committee. 
It is probable also that the question of Enfranchisement of Leascholds 
may be raised in the next session. It seems to be the intention of the 
Government in the next session of Parliament to introduce the long 
ected Local Government Bill, and, as far as we are able to 

will be a measure which will transfer to local 


and complete system of local government has 
previously existed. It appears to be a main feature in the that those 
who administer local affairs should represent in the fallest and most com- 

those interests on whose 
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alf they would be called upon to legislate, and in connection with 
which they would hold such wy ee As far as can be 
antici , the Bill is intended to vest in local boards, elected by the 
Nene eee oe ee ee ee ee 
of the county as has hitherto been cond at quarter 
and will ably include the pobre ee Ramey 
meg neon apn agi ate en h the ao: 
r, ce, public roads, pu , national 
all county government, inclodteg Goobabty the of 
licences for the sale of fermented and spirituous liquors. I need say 
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made,”’ the papérs in the action were to an experienced 
solicitor pal se rom be with the ), who could examine 
re the i ae PS. the and their witnesses, 

to the court. In way the repeated adjournmen’ 
would be avoided, and accounts which now take months 
disposed of in a day or two. In con’ we 
the sensible diminution in the length of 

with the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act. 
stationers benefited by the tedious reiteration of the 


been dealt with kmenig tering AE 
case of Fry v. Tupson it was ae 5 Eee Oe ae 
lending trust funds on mortgage of property for more than 
The er es | of aes ow out 
attention of several local law 
; and it has been urged that a further Be OS Se eee 
the relief of trustees, These ee ee ere oppo 
to any such relief, and their tion is to arise from this 
Government would like to see funds invested in Consols, I do 
know how this may be, but it is Rate OO Sl SOS aoe ot SE it 
is an object to get as much income from investmen' ee ea ot 
safety. This brings me to another and very important toall of us, 
Tn this afty tnchouakag, Sawa Caes Nvtegs BUS See number of 
houses bebaty built, and now in course of erection, will prove more 
than sufficient for Fry ene In this case houses will be tenantless, 
or so reduced in value they are no 
thirds of their value which we are asked to advance on them. to Can 
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recollection that more than once such a calamity has happened to 
and on one of those occasions I know that small houses, now val: 


Before I conclude this address it may not be out of place that I should re- 
fer to a loss we, a3 well as the whole county, sustained in the year in 


the death of Mr. Robert Oliver Jones. We, whe wap benoath 
with him in our professional 
administered j 
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when they elected me as your first president, an houour which I owe | for a period of two years; and to Arthur Llewelyn Davies, Esq., of the 
more to the doubtful advantage of seniority than to any merit of my | Inner Temple, a studentship in jurisprudence and Roman law of one 
own. hundred guineas, for one year. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society consists now of ninety enrolled members, all of 
whom are g in Cardiff and its immediate neighbourhood ; but it 
cannot be too widely known that all solicitors are eligible as members who 
appear in the Law List for this town and within a radius of twelve miles 
from the borough. Your committe desire to impress on the members 
generally that the society’s real power for andl lies in its numerical 
strength, and the efforts which it makes to carry out in their integrity, 
the objects for which the society was formed. 

Matters before the commitiee.—Your committe have had before them the 
following Bille—viz. :—‘‘ A Bill toabolish the landlord’ sright of distress for 
rent of agricultural —— in England, and his right of priority over other 
creditors of the tenant in England” ; ‘‘The County Courts Consolidation 
Bill”; ‘The Compulsory Purchase of Land Compensation Bill”; and 
‘The Barristers’ Fees Bill, 1886."’ All these Bills have had due considera- 
tion at the hands of your committee, but in consequence of the broken 
nature of the last session of Parliament none of these Bills were proceeded 
with. It is, however, believed these and other kindred subjects will be 
dealt with by Parliament in the coming session, when such matters will 
have the careful consideration of your committee. Various other matters 
have been submitted to your committee by the Incorporated Law Society 
of the United Kingdom, and have had their due attention. In particular 
your committee were asked to assist that society with sugge stions as to a 
digest of cases under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and your 
committee take this rt of inviting members generally to submit 
to them any points under that Act to which attention should be called. 





LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee presented 
to the annual general meeting held on the 15th ult. :— 

Members.—The present number of members of the society is ninety, and 
of the subscribers to the library, eight. It is satisfactory to note that 
the number of members of the society increases, though not in proportion 
to the Se in the town. 

Legislation.—The committee have no special subject of general pro- 
fessional interest to report upon. The year has been singularly barren 
in legislation, and the General Election occupied so large amount of 
time and attention in the middle of the year, that most legislative projects 
have been necessarily postponed. We are promised a new Bill for registra- 
tion of titles for the coming session, which will require and receive the 
careful attention of your committee. One or two statutes may be noticed :— 
The Marriages Validity Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 3), removes doubts 
which have been entertained as to the validity of certain marriages 
solemnized in England, one of the parties to such marriage being resident 
in Scotland. The Marriage Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 14), legalizes mar- 

after the passing of the Act—the 10th of May, 1886— 
eight in the forenoon and three in the afternoon. The Guardian- 
ship of Infants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 27). This Act gives the 
fara og of infants, whose fathers may have died after the 25th of 
une, 1886, to the mothers, and enables the mother to appoint guardians 
by deed or will. The Act makes several other alterations in the law of 
lp which cannot be shortly summarized, but the following 
are to be specially noted as of importance to country practitioners :—‘‘ In 
the event of —— being unable to agree upon a question affecting 
the welfare of an infant, they may apply to the court for its direction,’ 
section 3 (3). ‘The court may, on the application of the mother, make 
an order for custody of the infant,’’ section 5. In England ‘‘the 
court’? means “‘the High Court of Justice” or ‘‘the county court of 
district in which the respondent or respondents, or any of them, 
reside. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 19th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors pre- 
sent were:—Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, 
R. Pennington, Henry Roscoe, H. 8. Styan, W. Melmoth Walters, 
F. T. Wi and J. T. Scott, . Asum of £275 was distributed 
in grants of relief, twenty-four new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business was transacted. It was also 
announced at the meeting that Mr. Ebenezer John Bristow had accepted 
the invitation of the directors to preside at the anniversary festival of the 
association this year. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 
Hiary Examination, 1887. 


Ganzrau Exammation or Srupznts or tHe Inns or Court, held at 
Lincoln’s-inn-hall, December 20, 21928, 29, 30, and 31, 1886. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to William Harrison 
Moore and John Mahan Gover, Esqs., of the Middle Temple, studentships 
in jurisprudence and Roman law of one hundered guineas, to continue 





The council have also awarded to the following students certificates that 
they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :—William Lawrence 
Bradbury, Evan Edwin Brook, Charles Ernest Chambers, Ramdas 
Chubildas, George Benson ag John Ratcliffe Cousins, Felix Reginald 
Dias, John Hugh Armstrong Elliot, Frederick Feeney, H2nry Newland 
Field, Hugh Fort, Walter Grindley, William Tudor Howell, Herbert Levi 
Jacobs, Reginald Heber Jones, Andrew Cassels Kay, Edmund Lyon Keates, 
Henry Joseph Knowles, William Andrew q 
William Hessel Linsley, Frederick Lodge, 
Mac Munn, Thomas Miller Maguire, Percy Copeland Morris, Reginald 
James Neville Neville, Joseph Gerald Pease, James Aiken Pixley, Frank 
Rhodes, James Roberts, Arthur Godfrey Roby, David Emile Seligman, 
Jogeph Shaw, William Staunton Sherrington, Charles Edward Seth Smith, 
John Frederic Matthias Harris Stone, William Paul Studholme, Samuel 
Wadsworth, John Harrison Wagner, Herbert George Ward, Pridham 
Henry Wippell, Robert Henry Walter Woodward, and John Arthur 
Penfold Woatt, of the Inner Temple; John Scott Abernethy, Ralph 
Sillery Benson, Harold Catmur Brushfield, James Curran, Patrick Dargan, 
Hubert Sydney George Barrow Doo, Robert James Drake, Henry Savage 
Sharp Elwin, Edw Claudius Scotney George, Arthur Volkner Grace, 
Clarence Adolphus Hamlyn, Heber Leonidas Hart, Duncan Macrae 
Hutson, Alfred Kalisch, Krishna Singh Kapur, John Knowles, Moung 
Kyaw, Roshan Lal, Henry Montague Laurie, Edmund Prior Leresche, 
Charles Major, Sylvain Mayer, Robert Ernest Moore, James Cecil Walter 
Pereira, Ro arraway Rice, Matthew Adkins Rundell, Joseph Eugene 
Serret, James Todd, William Wallace, John Wilkins, John Bruce 
Williamson, and William Basil Worsfold, of the Middle Temple; Robert 
Chignell, Geoffrey Drage, Percy Holland, Henry Stratton Izard, Arthur 
Jackson, George Herbert Peake, William Awdry Peck, Joseph Reade, 
John Sarbah, Alexander Faulkner Shand, John Southall, Edward Talbot, 
Arthur Theodore Thring, and Edward Granville Waddilove, of Lincoln’s- 
inn; and John Henry Anderson, of por dress Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
law :—Alfred Williams Adams- Williams, William Denby Arton, David 
Hugh Watson Askew, Thomas William Barton, Alfred Sidney Newnham 
Davis, Philip Evered, George Arthur Greene, Hugh McLeod Innes, Louis 
William Jelf-Petit, Reginald McKenna, Walter Halliday Moresby, Jobn 
James O’Flynn, Howell John James Price, Joseph Child Priestley, Ernest 
Barkley Raikes, David Watson Rannie, Joseph Sladen, Hugh Richard 
Soulsby, Charles Frederick Denne Sperling, and Francis William Sutton 
Stewart, of the Inner Temple; Ernest Frederick Abbott, Nowrojee 
Dadabhoy Allbiess, Nogendro Nath Banerjee, Francis Thomas Bradshaw, 
Patrick George Carvill, Chan Toon, Harry Broughton Edge, Richard 
Cunningham Ewing, James Blades Gooding, Robert Donald Grant, 
Thomas Wright Haddon, Herbert Welch Halton, Henry Francis Herford, 
Charles Alexander Howell, Angus Scott Lewis, H Thomas Lethbridge 
Marshall, David Trevor Roberts, Herman Robinson, John Robert 
na ge Epaminondas Emile Sauzier, Pandit Srilal, George Allen 
Upward, and 


Kossuth Burney, Allan Napier Macnab Daly, Harrop William Abel 
Harrison, St. George Haysmither Jackson, Richard Horatio Couch Kent, 
and William Harcourt Moira Maclean, of Lincoln’s-inn; and James 
William Ross Brown, John Kyrle Frederick Cleave, and Samuel Joseph 
Goldston, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 


ee 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of the society, held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
lane, on Tuesday, the 18th inst., Mr. J. Pawson Crawford in the chair, 
the motion upon the agenda paper for discussion was ‘‘ That the case of 
Montague v. Sandwich (repo 32 Ch. D. 525) was wrongly decided.’ 
The debate was opened in the affirmative by Mr. Thomas Douglas, who 
was followed by Messrs. W. Mackenzie, H. Mossop, and Adam Fox, 
opposed by Messrs. W. Y. Woolcombe, G. Riddell, Wilmot E. Elmslie 

. H. Bower, R. Hole, and Walter Aysom. After Mr. Douglas had 
replied, the chairman shortly summed up the arguments, and put the 
motion to the society, which decided in favour of the affirmative by a 
majority of one vote. There were twenty-eight gentlemen present, and 
the meeting terminated at 9.20. 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION, 


The annual meeting of this association took place last week. Mr. T. 
Bellringer, the retiring president, occu the chair, and there was a 
attendance. The committee in annual report, read by Mr. A. 

G. lis, the honorary we shewed that during the past year 51 new 
members had been elected, eight members had , and eight had 
been struck off the rolls. The number of members increased from 364 
at the close of the last year to 396 at the present time. Of this number, 
82 were barristers-at-law, 193 solicitors, five bar students, and 166 


of the association con- 
tinued to be satisfactory, there being a of £31 12s. 4d. Mr. J. 0. 
Bromfield quvers, and Mr. C. B. Wilson seconded, a motion for the 
election of Mr. J. Kenion to the of president for the ensuing 
year, which was unanimously to. Mr. J. H. Kenion then took the 
chair vacated by Mr. . Mr. Kenion said that he attributed the 
honour of his rather to the circumstance of his being ee 
of the Liverpool Law Society than to his individual merit. (‘‘ No, no.” 
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It was a matter of sincere congratulation to observe how large a hold the 
ae had obtained upon the articled clerks of this great city. It was 
equally satisfactory to notice that the solicitors had given it large and 
substantial support, though he should have been pleased could he have 
been in the position of stating that they had manifested a 

interest by their presence at the meetings. It was only constant 
practice that the art of readily conveying one’s thoughts and ideas by 
speech could be acquired, and he urged upon any member of the associa- 
tion who found himself unable to give proper effect to his arguments to 
attend the law debates. The law student almost more than anyone else 
had reed to perfect himself in every conceivable way, for competition in 
sthe race of life had nowhere become greater or more keen than in their 


« profession. Speaking after an experience of more than 23 years, he unhesi- 


tatingly said that the prospects of a solicitor nowadays were not of that 
enviable character usually attributed to them by outsiders. The career 
of every one who might be classed as a successful solicitor was as a rule 
slow; years of patient labour, and every effort had to be made before he 
attained to a practice that was more to him than an honourable and 
respectable livelihood. The profession was still a most ennobling one. It 

ed forth all the higher attributes of man. No class in society was more 
trusted with the weighty affairs and secrets of life, and was more looked 
up to in all the multitudinous phases of social life. They were the re- 
cipients of their clients’ greatest confjdences. Their clients’ ay being 
was often placed in their keeping. Such conditions necessarily brought 
with them great and increasing responsibilities. How much, then, did 
it behove each of his hearers to neglect no o ———— of qualifying him- 
eelf to perform and discharge those duties fe respo' ities in a high and 
fearless manner? It was important further for the well-being of the profes- 
sion that,in addition to great legal erudition, they should observe one towards 
another the strictest integrity and good faith, courtesy and kind con- 
sidesation. After further reference to their duties pay f responsibilities, 
the president said that he had often thought that amidst the press of 
business he was not fulfiling as he ought to do all the obligations he had 
entered into with his articled clerks, and he had no doubt that his yee 
sional brethren shared in the same opinion. Then if their pupils not 
turn out as brilliant as they could wish he honestly conf that they 
(the speaker and his professional brethren) were in a measure responsible. 
The speaker concluded by moving the adoption of the report. 

Mr. Alfred Bright seconded, and, after a few words from Mr. Shand, 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. H. Todd was elected secretary, and Mr. J. E. B. Bagshaw was 
elected treasurer. A committee was also appointed, and the proceedings 
cones. when a vote of thanks had been passed to Mr. Keuken for pre- 
siding. 





BRISTOL LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The sixth meeting of the session was held on the 4th of January, Mr. 
W. Benson, solicitor, in the chair. The subject for debate was ‘‘ That 
the case of Furber vy. Cobb (17 Q. B. D. 459) should be reversed on — 
The affirmative was opened by Mr. E. J. Pillers, the negative by Mr. 
David Johnston, seconded respectively by Mr. J. L. V. 8. Williams and 
Mr. W. R. Parry. The openers replied, and the chairman summed up, 
and, the question being voted upon, was decided in the negative by a 
majority of one. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Witt1aM Rosset Gretr, puisne judge of the Supreme Court of the 
Colony ot Tasmania, died about afortnight ago. Mr. Justice Giblin was 
born in 1840. He was called to the bar in Tasmania in 1864. He was for 
sixteen years a member of the Colonial House of Assembly. He was 
Attorney-General of Tasmania from 1870 till 1872, and from 1873 till 1876. 
He afterwards became colonial treasurer, and he was prime minister of the 
colony from 1878 till 1885, when he became a puisne judge of the Supreme 
Court. Mr. Justice Giblin had recently acted as governor of the colony. 


Mr. Watson Rozert Jonzs, solicitor (of the firm of Bridgman, Weaver, 
& Jones), of Chester, died on the 8th inst. Mr. Jones was admitted a 
solicitor in 1865, and he had since practised at Chester as a member of the 
firm of Bridgman, Weaver, & Jones. He was at the time of his death 
associated in partnership with Mr. Wilfred Marratt Weaver. Mr. Jones’s 
death has caused much sorrow at Chester, and his funeral, which took 
place at the Chester Cemetery on the 13th inst., was attended by many 
professional and: other friends. He leaves a widow and five children. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rispon Darracorr Suanp, solicitor, of Christchurch and Bourne- 
mouth, has been elected Town Olerk of the Borough of Ohristchurch. 
Mr. Sharp was admitted a solicitor in 1850. 


Mr. Henry Satter Dickson, solicitor, of Poole, has been elected 
Town Clerk of that ——— on the resignation of his father, Hr. Henry 
William Dickinson. Mr. H. S. Dickinson was admitted a solicitor in 
1878. He is registrar (jointly with his father) of the Poole County Court. 

Mr. Wiii1am Szaton Gray, solicitor, of itby, has been appointed 
Olerk to the Whitby Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority and Superintendent- 


for the Whitby District, in succession to his father, the late Mr. 
Matthew Gray. Mr. W. 8. Gray was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 
Mr. Cuaruzs Barrer Hatimey, solicitor (of the firm of Pearse & 
Halliley), of Bedford, has been ted a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of J 


Mr. Pure Hewry Enum, Q.0., assistant judge of the Middlesex Ses- 
sions, has been appointed Deputy-Treasurer of the Middle Temple for the 
ensuing year. 


» os rece toa Freer Miter, of Leicester, has 
Mr. Wriu1am Jesse 80 

Deputy-Treasurer for Leicestershire in succession to Mr. hey ig pe so 

Reeve, resigned. Mr. Freer is also bce “reat the peace for 

shire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 


Mr. Frepsriox Newron Tweevaus (of the firm of Tweedale, Sons, 
& Lees), of Oldham, has been a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of J \e 


Mr. Wii.1am Fosrsr, barrister, has been appointed Attorney-General 
of the Colony of New South Wales, 

Mr. Franx Locxwoop, Q.C., M.P., has been electeda Bencher of Lin- 

coln’s-inn. 
Mr. Tuomas Warxns Warne Morean, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & 
Male), of Town ying Poaress. has been — a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Mr. Morgan was admitted a solicitor in January, 1878. 

Mr. W. Srozzr Cottrss, solicitor (of the firm of James Collins & Son), 
of Baits, hes been epee’ 8 a Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of J . Mr. W. 8. Collins was admitted a solicitor 
in iilary Sittings, 1880. 





PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 


Witt Lamszrt and Hersert Epwarp Gairrits, 
& Griffith), 17, Bedford-row. Jan. 8. 


solicitors bert 
[ Gazette, sa Te. 


GENERAL. 

At the Dorchester Assizes, on the18th inst., the foreman of the grand jury 
(Mr. John Floyer) said that, in accordance with a request made by his 
lordship in ch ti they had considered the question of the assize 
arrangements. The ote beh nae. SS ne Larne sae ernie 
the existing system of holding four assizes a year ; desired 
that ee the were not held at Dorchester condone 


them. They wis 
November, at Winchester, 
shire at an nse of upwards of £500, in uence 
having been all summoned for the first day of the assizes and 
in some instances till the end of the assizes. They 
arrangements should be made that the witnesses should 
for the first day in future, and, further, that theyshould not be at 
Winchester di the whole of the assizes. Mr. Justice Mathew that 
the suggestions of the grand jury should be communicated to the judges. 
He pointed out that the witnesses must, however, go to Winchester 


rupee taage ye he feared it inevitable, and the con, 
to uestion of expense was - 
solation he could give them was that it was Consclidated 
Fund and did not fall on county. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 





Da’ APPEAL CouRT Cover Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
sets Jam. 06 Me. See te ae 
. 24 Mr. r. ¥ 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Ganette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Parxis Co, Lisntep.— Creditors are required, on or feng fore Bpefl 1, 1, to send their 
nemes and addresses to Frederick Maynard, 14, Qu st, and Alien 
Hen — oe Ad = St Swithin’s lane. Gurney, Queen Victoria st, 


solor for li ators 
OTTINGH. 1 Omwtrevs Co, Lirren.—Petn for winding up, Hoo 6 
‘an 13, dizected to ~ heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, Jan 22. & Ge 
Paul’s machyerd, agents y¥.- ht, Notiin, bam, solors for pe 
D TIN PLATE IMITED.—Petn for winding ay up, presen 
‘an 13, Otrected to to be heard ~ k ohitty, J., on Saturday, Jan 22, Few & to 
Surrey st, Strand, solors for petner 
NLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Matiock BaTtH WATERWORKS Co. —North, J., has, by an order, dated Dec 17, 
Robert > Rep of Merk oe ‘chmbrs, Matlock Bridge, to be official 
+ = — on or before Feb 15, to send their names 
esses. and th culars of their debts or claims, to the above, 
Tuesday. March 1, at 1, “a Psopentet for hearing and adjudicating upon the 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
- OF OAK FRIENDLY BENEFIT Society, Wheatsheaf Inn, Ewell, Surrey. 
7] 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS, 
Horerur Frrenvzy Soctery, 10, Brunswick rd, Liverpool. Jan 11 
orden Pai —TUESDAY, Jan. 18, 
T STOCK COM that IES. 
“teh tN CHANCER 
Bosra Burwan Leap Co, Liwirep.—Petn for winding © " presented Jan 15, 
irected to be heard before Kay, J., on Jan 29. Lattey & t, Devonshire sq, 
solors for i petners 
Copeny. SvucaR Factorigs or Brazit, LimireD.—North, J., has fixed Wednes- 
y, 728 st , at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Eyes Fins xe SURANCE ASSOCIATION. LIMITED.—Petn for winding ng Up. presented 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Baturday, Jan 29 
Sons, Mr, directed to st, solors for petners 
Ick Factory Construction Co, Lim1TeD.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 
14, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Jan 29, Honey, Aldermanbury, 
solor for Se 
Nowe Fe IN CHANCERY. 
rth, J,, bas, by an order, dated Dec 23, appointed 
ad ele. Bhe neiiilas to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
= 19, to send y names and addresses, and the particulars of 
s their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, Feb 28, at 1, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
CoUnTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
TMITED IN ——s 


bas +* 2 
W MM HaRTiEy & Sons, Lowirep.— Bris V.C., has, by an order, dated 
ects appointed Charles Henry Wade, 71, eng st, Manchester, to be official 


Usexnreap Iw OHANCERY. 
ADELPHI PeRrmaNENT BeEverit BUILDING .—Petn for winding up, 
Sreesgtes con. Jen 15, directed to he heard at the Assize Courts, Manchester, on 

, Jan 31, est Denny ‘PEnSCA solor for petner 
Om Swan anp Wrst Denny ‘MANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY. — to 
Sepwindide < up, presented Jan 15, directed to be heard at the Assize Courts 
Manchester, on Monday, Jan rat. bateneed, Liverpool, solor for petner 








Norices To wep thee UNDER TRUSTEES REIAEF Act, for insertion in the 
= Gentle foek  e , Siould be sent to Harrison and Sons, Pub- 
nactie, 45, 3 Bt M 
jay and Lond att —[ADvr.]} 


rtin’s-lane, W.0, The Gasette is published’ every 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
Londen Gazette —FRrmpay, Jan. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
ApAmMs, JonN, Furnival’s inn, Holborn. High Court. Pet Dec18. Ord Jan 11 
ome ~ try Veysey, Bridgwater, Accountant. Bridgwater. Pet Jan 10, 
Ord Jan 
BrEtton, Epwakp, Tudworth, nr Thorne, Yorks, Farm Manager. Sheffield. Pet 
Jan 12. Ord Jan 12 
Biocu, Sean, fremont st, fonts Hackney, Shoe Bow Manufacturer. High 
Court. Jan 1 
Booru, WILLIAM BINGmAN, Sbotield, Sneep Shear Manager. Sheffield. Pet Jan 


12. Ord Jan 
Darzine, York, Provision Dealer, York. PetJani0. Ord Jan 10 


ee, penx, Manor pk, Essex, Builder. High Court. Pet Dec 8 Ord 
GEORGE, h, Hegeteapord Grey, Huntingdon, Innkeeper. Peterborough. 


pena Gene: Noctis on zy, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Newcastle on 
Pet Jan 10. Ord Jan 1 
name. Eo and Nmrrop Goce, Dunkirk, Kent, Dealers. Canterbury. 


Pet Jen 11.” 11. on Jan 11 

Earthenware Manufacturer. Hanley, Burslem, 
ot Jen &. Ord Jan 8 
CoorER, alsa)l, Clerk. Walsall. Pet Jani2. Ord Jan 12 


Conngn As ats tees Horxins, Newport, Salop, Farmer. Stafford. Pet Jan 1%. Ord 
oman tb Ord Je Suma, Totnes, Devon, Grocer, East Stonehouse, Pet 

i Cease, ap anarteee, nr Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool. Pet 
Dovrs, Hse, P Penshurst, Kent, Brickmaker. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Jan 10. 


Dowson, THompson J , Kirby Ra 
y ae em, pes Rng eemwene. Yorks, no occupation, 
_moeam, “West Bromwich, out i a Oldbury. Pet Jan 11. Ord 
Games, B Rewer, Beverley, Yorks, Joiner, Kingstonupon Hull. Pet Jan 12, 
sone end GEORGE HARPER, Likeston, Derbyshise, Builders. Derby. 


Merchant, P 
ome y Axe, Flax High Court, Pet Noy%. Ord 











Hawes, WAM, Powick, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet 3 


Hue Meilltyrne, Oarnarvonshire, Surgeon. Bangor, 

a oe Ord dante 

Hurrey, WILLIAM Spalding, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Peterborough, 
Pet Jan 12. Ord Jan 

JEFYPERY, 7 Wrsaaue, Liverpool, Bookkeeper, Liverpool. Pet Jan i, 


Jan 
Jones, WILLIAM THORNHILL, whisend, Carmarthenshire, Grocer, Pembroke 
Dock. Pet Jan10. Ord Jan 


Liorp, Josgrx, Plymouth, Coadvetionss. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 10. Ord 
10 


J 
Looe, Henwaxy, London Wall, Merchant, High Court, PetJan6. OrdJanii 
ag | ae Franx, West Bromwich, Tobacconist, Oldbury. Pet Jan 10, Ord 


Mags, caame, Nottingham, out of business, Nottingham. PetJani2. Ord 


a > » rg fae & Ganache, Lincolnshire, Shopkeeper. Great Grimsby. 
NzatE, “tintben, Bristol, each Builder, Bristol, Pet Janit. Ord Jan it 
Pann, T. C., Nottingham, Builder. Nottingham. Pet Dec20, Ord Jan 10 


Porras, Sarat, @ Gotham, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet Jan 


Prescgtt THOMAS, Prescot, Lancashire, Watch Material Dealer. Liverpool, 
e Dec 
WLEY, THO: ome, Cheapside, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 


‘ Ji 
Somay, ACOB ehestom, Warwick, General Merchant. Birmingham. Pet 


an ii. Ord Jan 
SMITH, GEORGE Weukkax, Bury St Edmunds, Carriage Builder. Bury St 
Edm ~ fo dep. 12, ‘Ord Jan 12 


Grarapep oneamtie on ‘aR Hairdresser. Newcastle on Tyne. 
et Jan 11. TP Beh Soc 


Taome’3 JOSEPH PREDDICE, Budge rov row, Cannon st, Restaurant Proprietor. High 
Court. Pet Jan10. Ord 
Trans, Gaver, Ws Wood st, Cheapside, Warehouseman. High Court. Pet 
ani2, OrdJan1 
Tome. Snes, 1.1 unknown, Widow. High Court, Pet Dec 1. Ord 
1 


an 
Teeny. , THOMAS HARPER, Sheffield, Wireworker. Sheffield. Pet Jan 12. Ord 
an 


CARTER, rd, Stamford hill, out of occupation. High 
Court. Pet Jan8. Ord Jan 10 
Wucox, Heyey, ope, ae Aerated Water Manufacturer. East Stonehouse, 


PB 
Wiiiiiaes, OwEx W, Pelhel, Carnarvon, Grocer. Bangor. Pet Nov 8. Ord 
12 
WINTER, AUSTIN W1L11aM, Wednesbury, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Walsall, 
Pet Jan ii. Ord Jan it 


The following amended notice is substituted is that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 19 
REcaNo, Monrort, & Co, Mark lane, Commission Agents. High Court, Pet 
Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
nee = Evan, Plaistow, Essex, Builder. High Court. Ord Oct 1, Rese 
an 12 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
aie. Fe Chatteris, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 28 at 8. George Hotel, 


BARNETT, JAMES VESEY, Bridgwater, Accountant. Jan 21 at 2. Bristol Arms 
Hotel, Bridgwater 
Batson, EDWARD, Kingskerswell, Devon, Gent. Jan 22 at 11. Castle of Exeter, 


BE wes ~~ ong Joun, Sheffield, Clerk. Jan 24 at 11.30. Off Rec, Figtree 
e. 
BraMHAM, sa uengg:na York, Provision Dealer. Jan 24at12. Off Rec, York 
ButMan, THoMAS, Newcastle on a in Fancy Guods. Jan 24 at 11. 
Off Rec, Pink at Newcastle o: 
nom. THOMAS, Morpeth, Grocer. don 22 4 10.30. Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 


Mildmay Co anonbury, Schoolmaster. Jan 21 at il. 
“ st, Lincola’s inn fields 
HARPER, Joum, tad GEORGE HARPER, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Builders. Jan 22 at 
215. Flying Horse Hotel, N am 
Hawes, WILLIAM, Powiek, Worcestershire, Farmer. Feb 1 at 11. Off Rec, 
oO 


Hexve, Jos, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Farmer. Jan 25 at 11. Luke 
Suara ee. eae Liverpool, Book Keeper, Jan 21 at 3. Off Ree, 35, 
Lioyp, JOSEPH, Plymouth, Confectioner. Jan 24 at 3. 18, Frankfort st, Ply- 

— , Byes, Bristol, Draper. Jan #1 at 12.30. Off Rec, Bank chambers, 
Mitts, Henry, Walsall, Iron Manufacturer. Jan 26 at 2.45. Drill Hall, Wolver- 
Monas 1 yonas, Waloote, Leicestershire, Farmer. Jan 21 at 12.30. 28, Friar 
Neate, Gzones, Bristol, Coach Builder. Jan 25 at 12.80. Off Rec, Bank chbra, 
rong sen, Nottingham, Builder. Jon 22eti1. Off Reo, 1, High Pave- 
omni, Jon, Lath mg po pon cum Carlton, nr Wakefield, Farmer, Jan 24atii. Off 


PoutAaR, Leicester, Iron Moulder. Jan 21 at 8. 28, Friar lane, 


- 2 
PvuiGc, MANUEL V. ystal Palace rd, East Deisich, Clerk. Jan 21 at 11. 


ete bidgs, Poke st, Lincoln’s 
SAEs, GEORGE FREDERI ox, High Peckham, 
Ws ae dgs, Portugal st ’s 
ILFRED, Newcastle on 
Newcastle on Tyne 
<a cee Brighton, Actor. Jan24at12. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 


aM Jan 21 at 12. Bank- 


Vewanp, Wa ALTE, ury circus, Solicitor. Jan 21 at 11, 33, Carey st, Lin- 
's inn 
Weisman, Gzorcz Epwm, Fenchurch st. Jan 21 at 2.90. 383, Carey st, Lincoin’s 


bien >) — egeerabrens Jen 0b 11. Luke Jesson sharp, Off 
Wurm, A T111aM, Wednesbury, Staffs, Licensed Victualler. Feb?at 
ii. Off Reo, Walsall’ 7 


esser. Jan 25 at2.30, Off Rec, 4 


p Mouth Shields, Bootmaker. Jan # at 11, Off Rec, Pink lane, 4 
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The following amended notice is substituted fon tha published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 
goorep, Row Boumne, Nottingham, Grocer. Jan 21 at is” “Off Rec, 1, High pavement, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
BEENY, ¥, Csnonzun, Hefishe sham, Sussex, Corn Merchant. Lewes and Eastbourne. 
en 7. an 1 
Ba708, Ly ty ~ wD, Tadworth, nr Thorne, Yorks, Farm Manager. Sheffield, Pet 
Jani Jan 12 
BISHOP, tg ~ pay Harleyford rd, Kennington, Builder, Wandsworth. Pet Dec 


il 
Bracks, Frank, Southampton, Builder. Southampton. Pet Jan 4. Ord Jan 10 


Broce, pT Fite pay st, South Hackney, Shoe Bow Maker. High Court. 

e an 1 

Boppirr, WILLIAM JAMES, and RoneRTt Kwxronts, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat 
Ownefs. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Jan4. Ord Jan 10 

Doors, Wow PUNGSAR, Sheffield, Sheep Shear Manager. Sheffield. Pet 

an 1 rd Jan 12 

Brace, H, Stralock seer, Parson’s green, Fulham, Builder. High Court. Pet 
Dec 10. Ord Jan 1 

Brooks, Epwakrp, East Grinstead. Tunbridge Wells. Pet Dec 16. Ord Jan 11 


BurMAN, THomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Dealer in Fancy Goods, Newcastle on 
Tyne. PetJani0, Ord Jan li 

BuTcHER, JAMES, and 5 mgd Buroner, Dunkirk, Kent, Dealers. Canterbury. 
Pet Jan 11, Ord Jar 

CoorEr, HENRY FRANCIs, We ralsall, Clerk. Walsall. Pet Jani2. Ord Jan 12 


uanes, Taras Horrtns, Newport, Salop, Farmer. Stafford. Pet Jan 12. 
12 
acdsee. A ALFRED, Beckenham rd, Penge, Grocer. Croydon. Pet Dec 23. 


CROSBIE, Gunsrs, Sheffield, Draper. Sheffield. Pet Nov24. Ord Jan i1 


DRaNE, EpWAkrD, and GzorGE FiemineG, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owners. 
Great Yarmouth. Pet Dec 21. Ord Jan 10 
FuHEs, Dummas, Boston, Lincolnshire, Poulterer. Boston. Pet Dec 21. Ord 
an 1 


Bawyep Wiliam, Powick, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Jan 65. 

rd Jan il 

Hour, Tuomas, Ashton under Lyne, Cabinet Maker, Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybridge. Pet Jan7. Ord Jan 12 

HUGHEs, OMAS weryaaes, Meilltyrne, Carnarvonshire, Surgeon. Bangor. 
Pet Jan 10. OrdJan1 

Hows, BABS Oc CoLE, Springfield, Essex, Schoolmistress. Chelmsford. Pet Dec 20. 


Kma, Taroxas, | aM terrace, Grosvenor park,Camberwell, Showman. High 
Pet Jan4, Ord Jan 10 
Manananee “Ropert, pon upon Hull, Fish Merchant. Kingston upon Hull. 
Pet Dec 31. Ord Jan1 
MokrzRIs, Asan, Great * Shopkeeper. Great Grimsby. Pet Jan 11. 
il 
Pan, one Western super Mare, Nurseryman. Bridgwater. Pet Jan 5. 
an 11 
gh Marr, Kingsland ré, Manager of Tobaeco Manufactory. 


nigh Court. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jan 10 
we ws Lm yey Arnoid, Nottinghamshire, Hosier, Nottingham. Pet Nov 
rd Jan 10 
——- ae. @ Gotham, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet Jan 
an 10 
Puno, tk re Wardour st, Restaurant Keeper. High Court. Pet Dec 11. 
r an 10 


RECANO, GUILLERMO, and JosEPH FRANE Momson®, Mark lane, Commission 
Agents. High Court. Pet Noy1é6. Ord Jan 
me ~ ee a Chebsey, nr Eccleshall, Solicitor. Stafford. Pet Deo 4. 


4 Jan 
pay. i i. ° ' Watling st, Manufacturers’ Agent. High Court. Pet Oct 18, 
ir an 10 
SxIpMORE, DaNrEL, and E1isan Swarx, West Bromwich, Staffordshire, Coal 
Masters. Oldbury. Pet Jan6. Ord Jan 11 
Surru, James, Liss, Hampshire, Farmer. Portsmouth. PetJan3. Ord Jan ¢ 


—" SYDNEY HeRBERT, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Dec 4, Ord 

an 10 

Praceeag, Gyones, Swindon,JSolicitor. Bristol, trans from Swindon. Pet Dec 
4. 1d an 12 

vag Wit11aM Francis, Birmingham, Baker. Birmingham. Pet Jan 7. 

r an 10 

SrarrorD, WILFRED, Newcastle on Tyne, Hairdresser. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet Janii. Ord Jan 11 

Sronz, EDWARD, Charterhouse sq. High Court. Pet Dec8; Ord Jan 10 


SUFFIELD, Rte Bridge rd, Poplar, Coppersmith, High Court. Pet Nov 
12, an 1 

THORN, JOSEPH Prippice, Budge row, Cannon st, Restaurant Proprietor. High 
Court. Pet Jani0. OrdJan 10 

Tuauge, 7 Tuomas HARPER, Sheffield, Wire Worker. Sheffield. Pet Jan 12. Ord 


1 Marta Louisa, lee oy Agent to pemeaie Dress Cutting Assn 
for Hastings. Hest: Pet Jan 8. Ord Jan 1 

WHITE, FRANK CARTER, Alk rd, Stamford Hill, oe of occupation. High 
Court, PetJan8. Ord Jan 10 

Wister, Austin WiiL1am, Wednesbury, Staffs, Licensed Victualler. Walsall, 
Pet Jan ii, Ord Jan it 

WreEwnn, SipnEY Wri11amM, Rotherham, Yorks, Coach Builder, Sheffield. Pet 
Dec 14. Ord Jan 11 

te,—TUESDAY, Jan. 18, 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
ARMSTEAD, JOHN, Sheffield, Accountant. Sheffield. “Pet Deo 18 Ord Jan 19 


Bask, Jaco, Wes st, Mile End Old Town, Contractor. High Court. Pet Jan 
14 an 14 

BassErTT, Coenen, Little Bowden, Northampton, Builder, Leicester, Pet Jan 
18, 


Ord 13 
CoLBy, NaTeAyipt, Kirkley, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Jan 12. an 12 
Coron, THOMAS, ifax, Coal Merchant. Halifax. PetJan 18. Ord Jan 13 


purses, Je Joun, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Farmer. Worcester. PetJani6. Ord 


DENHAM, a GRAHAM, Scott’s -. Trafalgar rd, Old t ra, Umbrella 
Furniture Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Jan a6, Ord Jan 18 
E111s, | pascone, Nottingham, Pianoforte Tuner. Nottingham, Pet Jan 
18, an! 
pee Vine go Justice, Langley Mill, Derby, Private Tutor. Derby. 
an i4 ir an i4 
sme says Tomas, Manchester, Merchant. Manchester, Pet Dec i, 


evuaie Tous THOMAS, Northwich, Uheshire, Ooal Dealer. Nantwich and 
Crewe ‘et Janis. Ord 


Gnowns, Sau Day, Biddenten. Kent, Plumber Hastings. Pet Jan 14, Ord 








Hus, CHARLEs, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Jeni4, Ord 
Hotmns, Hewry, Belper, Greengrocer, Derby. Sooerage pet eS 
Joun, Gwiiys, Pontypridd, Grocer. = halbee ‘Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 15 

Jommeon, Alvan, Neweantle on Tyna, Teyana Neweastle on Tyne. Pet Deo 


Jou, Moniis Ows%, Llanwonno, Glamorgan, Mason. Pontypridd. Pet Jan 
-” & ELzanor, Bedford, Widow. Bedford, Pet Jan 18. Ord 
en ee ee Portsmouth. Pet Jan 13. Ord 
nee 21 eeprpsirimyeminey Rochester. Pot 
ury, Manufacturer, High Court, Pet 

Mzasice, Jon i, Widues, Lancashire, Milliner. Liverpool. Pet Jan 13. Ord 
MOTIA, Jaret, Broadway, Mammen, Chane. High Court, Pet Dec 28. 
Newton, ¥ Wit1aM, Mitre ct, Temple, Gent, High Court. Pet Dec 8, Ord 
PasmizY, Wauax, Benham, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Jan 15. Ord 
rata ILL1AM, Tetsworth, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Aylesbury. Pet Jan 13. 


Ord Ja 
PooLz, ARTHUR, Winchester, Carpenter, Winchester. PetJani4, Ord Jan 4 
Powers, WILLIAM, Lidlington, Beds, Farmer. Bedford. Pet Jani4. Ord Jan 14 
PRITCHARD, WILLIAM, Hereford, Builder, Hereford. Pet Jan 15. Ord Jan 15 


natn, W Wrrizam, Walthamstow, Mine Owner. High Court. Pet Dec 28. 
RowLanba, Dantan, Cardlit, Grose, Cardiff. Pet Jani. Ord Jan 14 


Smiru, Birce, Halifax, Cabinet Maker. Halifax. Pet Jan 14, Ord Jan i4 
Situ, Jonas, Bradford, Yarn Agent. Bradford. Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 14 
Tomas, Wit11aM, Ystrad, Glam, Grocer. Pontypridd. PetJan 10. Ori Jan 12 
Uvtes, Wate? yacnet, Ballgate, EAanets, Tobacconist’s Assistant. Lincoln, 
an 
Uspanwoon, Ataaze {sor LMOPOLD, Mastchesp bldgs, Mastoheap, Mining Agent. 
oO 
Wanéwourg, Srieman, Smethwick, wick, Beats, Baker, Oldbury. Pet Jan 12, Ord 
Waxrg, JouN, Bingley, Yorks, Cab Proprietor. Bradford, Pet Jan 14, Ord 
Wa, Some, Corwen, Merionethshire, Builder, Wrexham. Pet Jan 12. 
babes. > on, Market Rasen, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Lincoln. Pet Jan 14. 
Ways, jo" Ord Jon Spalding, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Peterborough. Pet 
¥ White H Stepney, Hotel Keeper. High Court, 
“Kinw vtias ™ 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ba HENRY, born, Builder. Jan 25 at 19. 
a ENR, High Mol Bankruptcy bidngs, 
BassgTt, Bowden, orthamptenshire, Bailder. Jan 27 at 12.90. 
28, Friar lane, Leicester 


LINE, Haileham, Sussex, Corn Merchant, Jan 26 at Of 
Pavilion, bid Brighton 7 astadies 


BEENY, 
BritTren, GEORGE, Gay. Muntingtrathis, Datiapes,  ¢ 28 at 
11.80. White Hore Hotel, St ives. ates 
ae, West Ham, 


Gana, O ith. Jan 25 at2.90, 88, Carey st, Lin- 
CLAYTON, ML I Burslem, Bexthasware Masuingeusee, Jan 2% at2. North 


os risk hisrimceg Roy pen a Fe Roving tiles Be née = 


Cooper, Henry FRANcIS, Walsall, Clerk. Feb 2 at 10.15. Off Reo, Walsall 
Coron, THomas, Halifax, Coal Merchant. Jan 27 at 10.30, Off Reo, Halifax 
CRACKN ALFRED, Beckenham rd, Penge, Grocer. Jan 96at3, 109, Victoria 


st, Westminster 
a » Smomas RicHarD, Totnes, Grocer, Jan 25 at 11, 18, Frankfort st, 
ou 
Darron JOmm, Bromsgrove, Farmer. Jan 29at11. Off Reo, Worcester 





Dovsixbay, Onan, W os tiedlsil, sah atbebibia: FPebiat3. Off 

BRANT, JABEZ ALFRED, Cru Wine Merchant. Jan % at 11. Bank- 
Dorrosy Jogurt, Middle, Saop, Yen % 0b 1. Law Gociety, Talbot 
eat a a Jan 26 st 11, Off Reo, 


Pavement, Nott 


egy bgp eee Mill, Derbyshire, Tutor, Jan 28 at 
las eee, 


ome ainer. © LZ . Hull Incorporated Law 
van, WiiLiax CHARS, Sp Spalding, Pecmer 2 at 11.90, White Hart 


somnee, Aie owrengiio on Tyne, Tegel. Jan 27 at 2.30, Off Rec, Pink 
JONES. Whitland, Carmarthenshire, Grocer. Jan 25 at 11, 
&1nc, Taomas, Brunswick terr, pk, Camberwell, Showman, Jan 26 


-~ Jan 81 at 8. 166, Queen st, Portsea 
reais’ dlieh st Rochester 


, High st, Gravesend, Draper, Jan 27 at 12, Off 
rues on Seen Motes, Jan 26 at 11. 
sai uy F oreuga Lin rat. $2. OF Reo, 85, Victoria st, 
eo a ae 
, Gt Grimsby, Shopkeeper. Jan 26at 12. Off Reo, 3. Haven st, 

Opre, CHARLES, Noble st, Maker. Jan 27 at11. 83, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Pasay t Nottingham, Builder. Jam 2% at 12, Off Reo, 1, High pavement, 


ras RS ne npn Mam Tohecoo Manufactory. Jan 
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SaNUEL, Gotham, Nottingbam, Farmer. Jan 2% at 12. Off Reo, 1, High | 
an. Nottingham 


| 
CHARLES, Wardour t Keeper. Jan 27 at 11. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Portugal st. Tinecin’ sinn 


‘OMAS ecot, Lancashire, Watch Material Dealer. Feb 4 at 2.30. 


Off . 35, Lh pw st. Liverpool 
RooeEnrs, WILLIAM, . Horse Dealer. Jan 26 at1i. Oft Rec, 22, Park row, 


DANTEL (sep estate), Dudley, Worcester, Coalmaster. Jan 31 at 10.80. 
Court house, Oldbury 
SxrpMonw, Danret, and Ex1san Swarts, West Bromwich, Coalmasters. Pet Jan 
81 at 10 30._ Court house, Oldbury 
MITH, Brecu, Halifax, Cabinet Maker Jan27 at11. Off Rec, Halifax 


STH, Wasryy. een O Court rd, New Cross, Mason. Jan 26 at 12. 
estminster 

Stocks, GzorGE THomas, Walworth rd, aaa Manager to a Tobacconist. 
Jan 2% ati. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

STonz, Fpwarp. Charterhouse sq. Jan 26at 12. Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal) 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Swain. Evian (sex eetate). Port Tipton, Staffordshire, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Jan 31 at 10.30. Court house, Oldbury 

Wi1cox, 


—— st 
Wiseman, JouN yp tay = Spalding, Farmer, Feb 2 at 12.30. White Hart Hotel, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ADAMS, JOHN, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Draper. Cardiff. 
BARNETT, ey Zane Vrysty, Bridgwater, Accountant. Bridgwater. Pet Jan 10. 
Jan 1 
Basser, > onnee, 1 Little Bowden, Northampton, Builder. 
an 1 
Barsox, Eawan, Iinstinoudl, Devon, Gent. Exeter. 


4 
sana 5 BENJAMIN, Monkgate, York, Provision Dealer. York. Pet Jan 10. 
Ord Jan 12 


Leicester. Pet Jan 
Pet Nov 24. 


BRITTEN, Gronor, Hemingford Grey, Huntingdon, Innkeeper. Peterborough. 
Pet Jan 1 Jan 14 


BROOKER, Hasny, High st, Beckenham, Carman. Croydon. Pet Nov 18. Ord 


anil 
CLarron, Wit11aM. Burslem, Hocfenwese Manufacturer. Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall. Pet Jan6. Ord Jani 
CLIFFE. JamMES COVERDALE, Kingston aie Hall, Sewing Machine Agent. 
upon Hull. Pet Dec 30. Ord Jani 
ATHANIEL, Kirkley, Suffolk, Fishing Boat wan. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
Jan 12. Ord Jan 19 
CoLMAN, 


Jan 12 
Corox, Tuomas, Halifax, Coal Merchant. Halifax, Pet Jani3. Ord Jan 13 
LAND, THOMAS RiIcHARD, Totnes, Devon, Grocer. East Stonehouse. Pet 


Jan 12. Ord Jan 14 
Darron; Jonny, iemanere, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Jani5. Ord Jan 15 


DOUBLEDAY, CHARLES, nee nr Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool. 
Pet Dec 23. Ord Jan 

mowages, West Os Oapust, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Solicitor. Wrexham. Pet 

Frexp, Joun, Bristol, Seticiter: Bristol. Pet Dec 29. Ord Jan 14 


Govtpise, Jonw THomas, pensivyteh, Cheshire, Coal Dealer. 
Crewe. Pet Jani3. Ord Jan 


Nantwich and 


HAYWARD, JAMES Fucmas. Victoria rd, Surbiton, Carver. Kingston, Surrey. | 


Pet Nov 19. Ord Dec 
Hznem, —- ¥r ANN, Clifton, Bristol, Licensed Vivtualler. Bristol. Pat Dec 
. Ord Jan 
Hit1s, CHARLES, Margate, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Jani4. Ord Jan 14 


Hotmss, Henny, Belper, Greengrocer. Derby. Pet Jani5. Ord Jan 16 
JEFFERY, Moses WIL114Ms, Liverpool, Bookkeeper. Liverpool. Pet Janii. Ord 


an 
JOHN, GwiLyM, Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Jan15. Ord Jan 15 


Bild Fae mmgh Newcastle on Tyne, Drysalter. Newcastle onTyne. Pet Dec | 


109, Vic- 


away. ee votesk Aerated Water Manufacturer. Jan25atiil. Bank- 


Pet Dec17. Ord Jan 14 


Ord | 


"Btoke Ash, Suffolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Dec 23. Ord | 


Jan. 22, 1887 
Jones, Wirt: 


Dock. Pet Jan 10. Ord Jan 15 seas amen = bi 
JUSTICE, ELIZABETH ELEANOR, Bedford, Widow. Bedford. Pet Jan 18. Ond 
LiLoyD. “tcenex, Plymouth, Confectioner. East Stonehouse, Pet Jan 10, 
3 aaeeeneW, Wut114m, Horsmonden, Kent, Bui'der. Tunbridge Wells. 

Oct 80. Ord Dec 9 


Menege, WILLAM Bust. B Brawdy, Pembrokeshire, Farmer. Pembroke Doc 


t Dec 23, Ord 
Pansome. JAMES HERBERT, LA MARGARET Parsons, Fulham rd, Fulham, Drap 


High Court. Pet Nov20 and 29. Ord Jan 13 
POWERS, ¥ WILLIAM, Lidlington, Bedford, Farmer. Bedford. Pet Jan 14, 
Jan 14 x 
Prrrcuasp, Wuu1M, Hereford, Builder. Hereford. PetJan 15. Ord Jan sa x 


Roppa. Horace Gustavus, and Frank Decrmmuus Roppa, 8t Leonard’s on & 
uilders. Hastings Pet Dec 22. Ord Jan 13 
SmirH, Jonas, Bradford, Yarn Agent. Bradford, Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 14 


Spicer, Frank, Fleet, ‘Hempehive, Farmer. Winchester. Pet Nov 25. 0 
11 

Urron, Wii11AM GEORGE, Bailgate, Lincoln, Tobacconist’s Assistant. Lined 

Pet Jan 14. Ord Jan 14 

Wanqranes, , STEPHEN, ee Stafford, Baker. Oldbury. Pet Jani2. @ 
14 

WalrE, Jonn, Bingley, Yorks, Cab Proprietor. Bradford. Pet Jan 14. © 
4 


Jani 
Wupe, Mary, Carlton, Yorks, Farmer. York. Pet Jan8. Ord Jan 14 
Wit1Lows, Jonn, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Grocer. Lincoln. Pet Jan 14, © 


San 14 
WnricHT, GEORGE Naytor, York, Coal Dealer. York. Pet Jan8, OrdJani0 | 








BIRTHS, mer AND DEATHS, 


THS. 

Leacu.—Jan 19, at =, Elm Park- jan 8.W., the wife of Arthur Leach, 
bar: ister-at-Law, of a son. 

LumsB.—Jan. 10, at 20, Essex-villas, Kensington, W., the wife of James Lumb, of | 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at law, of a son. 7 

CHaNp Janne ent Bamey, Allen Chandler, berristensiil 

—HUTCHINSON.—Jan.6, a' en ndler, d 

law, of Haslemere, Sur Surrey, .. Ethel, tine =f Jonathan Hutchinson, F, BS., : 
LL.D., of 15, Cavendisb 


-squa 
CHEL—HOLMS.—Jan. 18, at St. Mary Abbott’s, Walter 8. Sichel, of 2, Dr, 
come Hoe ve barrister-at-law, to Constance Elizabeth, daughter abl 
John Holms, of 18, Cornwall-gardens, B. 


DEATH 
Boyiz.—Jan. 7, at 7, Mecklenburgh-sqare, William Ansell Boyle, solicitor aged 
77 years. 





The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ Journan ts—Town, 268. 6d. 7 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Waxiy Rerontsn, 53s. Payment in adq 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumcs bound at the paraniieri: 2s. wih _ law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Arti- ic Cocoa or Chocelate Powder. 
Guaranteed Soluble Cocoa pa the Finest Quality 
ith the excess of fat 
Pit..4 e Facul nounce ts ” the most nutritious, per- 
e Derenage for uncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Being without can commended ta the entire Medical Press, ~ 
hout ney aie 10e, or other it suite | 
r years { 


time the Piva rds of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
&c., and Im REALITY CEEAPER than such 


i ingtantaneo sly witn . ili a  ~ Samg 
os angry ype costing i then a 
coatema a AFILLE is the most delicate, Rigetible, 
cheapest Manilla late, and may be take: by 
richer chocolate is prohi hibited, en 


{n tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 58. 64., &c., by Chemists and 


Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
G, Scuwarezzn & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.0 


1 yg: -— Wanted, by @ young Solicitor, a 
with 0 tad Partnership Grndon 
pnb yy wg A Ry ce 


LA; 2 by s Solicitor (29, ad- 
vertiser = no objection “Livemay, tnd is hard 
Bond salary moderate.—Apply, R. LINTON, on, Mastrow, 














L’ AW.—A Young Solicitor (Honours, ad- 
a. seed eee Ot), at present with large London 

in town or 6 page be 

ei 17, Upper nd an eive good pod seterenen Air, 


admixture, 
in all climates, and is four | 








-EDE AND SON, 


ROBE gfe : MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Po! eas . the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
dicial Bench, Corporation of ¢ London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Town Clerks, 
and Clerks sof tie Pease, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


bo gpg GEDGE, KIRBY, & MILLETT 
e Assistance of an able 

Cler, graduate who has hed nae Swe coney i 

ite Palace-yard, ng Pd 4 


articles ; 

minster. only, addressed to 1, 

D®ecrive OFFICES (SLATER'S)— 
ackno Establishment in 


a. Spey, 7, ae hg or oe Se 
wo axa SLATER, ene ie, 27, Basinghall- 


DUOATION. —To Solicitors and other 
Professiqnal Men and Gentlemen of Limited In- 
ry bars, sons of f the above, are 
known School of high tone ¢ on 4 
confidence Mu.” ore of Messrs Relte’ Bros agg 
Chastethotee dings, Aldersgate, City, eo ” 














UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. © 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 64. ; 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d 
English mad 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 
WODDERSPOON & ©CO,, 


7, SERLE STREET, ayp 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.O. 


A. had en (Widow) residing with her te 
(one articled to an eminent 

firm, oni se < other atten 

comfortable h — ina g position in 

close to one of Stations on the District 1 

would be on to receive a Law Student or Yo nu 

Gen a Pu ae Sem 


bt 1 =f » 
eee ane ae ae 


ogee ie; every comfe 
cae. — Ad a a ts sitting Toot 5 terme mo 
Stationer, Paneteetane 





burn, 





Ng ge x MBOYS of the UPPE® 
2 ay rateriene or Gilneas pee 
ieee wise eeee es § Woodalde, 
% Latin, French, Mathemati th ie: a 
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